


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Moab District 

P. 0. Box 970 

Moab, Utah 84532 

December 6. 1983 

Dear Pub1 ic Land User: 

Enclosed is the proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and final Environmental Im- 

pact Statement (EIS) for the Grand Resource Area, Moab District, Utah. The Bureau 

of Land Management has prepared this document in partial fulf i I lment of its respon- 

sibilities under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

The proposed RMP and final EIS is pub Ii shed in an abbreviated format and is designed 

to be used in conjunction with the Draft RMP/EIS published in March of 1983. Addi- 

t ional copies of the Draft RMP/EIS are available upon request from Colin P. 

Christensen, Area Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Grand Resource Area, P. 0. Box 

M, Moab, Utah 84532 (telephone 801-259-8193). 

This proposed RMP and final El S contains an updated version of the summary from the 

draft (which serves as a link between the two documents), the proposed plan, the 

environmental consequences of the proposed plan, revisions and errata pertaining to 

the Draft RMP/EIS, public comments received on the draft, and the BtM’s response to 

these comments. 

The State Director shal I approve the proposed RMP no earl ier than 30 days after the 

Environmental Protection Agency publishes notice of receipt of the final EIS in the 

Federal Register; approval of the plan wil I be subject to final action on any pro- 

test that may be f i led. Protests must conform to the requirements of Title 43 of 

the Code of Federal Regulations, Subpart 161 O-5-2 and be f i led with the Director of 

the Bureau of Land Management. The approval of the plan will be documented in a re- 

cord of decision, which wil I be available to the public. 

Thank you for your interest in the management of the public lands. 

Sincerely your 

District Manager 
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Abstract 

This proposed resource management plan (RMP) and f fnal envfronmental fmpact state- 

ment (EIS), hen comb?ned w!th the draft statement, describes and analyzes four al- 

ternatfves for managing th& pub I Ic lands and resources In the Grand Resource Area. 
They are: AlternatIve A, No Act-ton; Alternatfve B, Production; Alternat9ve C, 

LImIted ProtectIon; and Aiternatlve D, Protectlono In response to pub I tc comment, 

two new subalternatives have been developed for the Llvestock Requfrements Issue !n 

thfs proposed RMP and f fnal EIS. They are Graze at Preference and Reduced Livestock 

Graztng. The proposed plan, with the except-Ion of sections pertalnlng to l?vestock 

requirements, ut’lllty corridor avoidance areas, locatable minerals, humates and 

wllderness, 1s patterned after the preferred alternative ldentlf!ed In the Draft 

RMP/EIS. 

For further ! nformat ion, contact: 

Colin P. Christensen, Area Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 

Grand Resource Area 

P. 0. Box M 

Moab, Utah 84532 

Telephone: (801) 259-8193 

Date final statement made avallabie to the Envlronmental ProtectIon Agency and the 

public: December 16, 1983 



SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and flnal Envlronmental Impact Statement 

LEIS) Is printed Jn an abbreviated format and 1s deslgned to be used Jn conjunctlon 

with the Draft RMP/EIS publlshed In March of 1983. The summary Js designed to f unc- 

t Jon as a II nk between the two documents. The summary contalned Jn the draft docu- 

ment has been updated to Include the proposed plan and revlslons to the draft shown 

Jn Chapter 3 of thJs proposed RMP and fJnal EIS. Two new subal-i-ernatlves are de- 

scr Jbed. 

PLANNING AREA AND ISSUES 

The Grand Resource Area (GRAJ 1s comprised of 1,852,885 acres of publ Ic land wlthln 

Grand County and the northern third of San Juan County, Utah. The Vernal BLM 

DistrJct admlnlsters al I resources on 33,331 acres at the top of the Book Cliffs, 

IeavJng a total of 1,819,554 public land acres wlthJn the GRA that are included In 

the proposed RMP. The Grand RMP, one of SJX p llot RMPs prepared by the Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM), has been developed to provide guidance for managIng these 

pub I Ic lands. The RMP focuses on the followlng ten planning Issues, which represent 

prob tern areas where management effort needs to be concentrated: 

Critfcal Watersheds Ut i 1 I ty Corrfdors 

Livestock Requirements Minerals 

Wlldllfe Habitat Requirements Recreation 
Of f-Road Veh lcle Use and Management Fire Management 

Lands Acttons Wilderness 

These topics, which encompass concerns Jdentifled by members of the public, other 

agencies, entltltes of State and local governments, and BLM managers, are summarized 

as fol lows: 

The CrJtJcal Watersheds Jssue revolves around (1) sedlmentatlon and salinity In the 

upper Colorado River basln from publ Ic lands In the GRA and (2) disturbance and de- 

gradation of critlcal watersheds and f loodplalns. 

The Llvestock Requirements Issue Is concerned wJth four basic conf Ilcts: (1) mlner- 

al actlvlties are causing a loss of forage for livestock Jn speclf Jc heavy use 

areas; (2) off-road vehicle (ORV) actlvlty Js causing a loss of forage for livestock 

In specif lc heavy use areas; (3) Improper season of use on some allotments has re- 

sulted In grazing during perlods critical to the growth of forage plants; and (4) 

land treatments are needed to Improve forage and better disperse and manage IJVe- 

stock. The development and analysis of grazing al ternat Ives for th Js Issue must 

meet the requirements for the court-mandated grazing EIS. 

The WJldllfs Habltat Requirements Issue results from three basic conflicts: (1) In 

some parts of the GRA, I Jvestock and wJ I dll fe compete for forage, water, and space; 

(2) mineral actlvltles are resultrng In a loss of wildlife habltat; and (3) recrea- 
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t1onal uses such as ORV travel in portions of the GRA may be conf I ictfng with w1 Id- 
I I fe. 

The ORV Use and Management Issue Is concerned with evaluatton and categorization of 

the public lands Into three ORV use designations as required by Executive Order 

11644. The categories Include an open deslgnatlon, where the use of ORVs would be 

al lowed subject only to general restr Jctlons; a llmlted deslgnatlon, where ORV use 

would be subject to speclflc restrlctions such as staying on designated or exlstlng 

routes; and a closed designation where ORV use would be prohIbIted. Restr let Ions 

would not apply to authorfzed ORV use* 

The Lands Actions issue 1s concerned wlth (1 I the JdentJfJcatJon of lands sultable 

for dl sposal , (2) the need to guarantee continued public access to whitewater raft- 

J ng, and (3) supporting the protectlon of scenic and other values along the Colora- 
do and Dolores rivers. 

The Ut 1 I I ty Corr Jdors Issue focuses on (I I the need for designated utl II ty corr Idors 

to al levlate congestlon caused by existing and proposed rlghts-of-way and (2) Jden- 

tlflcatlon of avoidance areas to protect crltlcal resources from disturbance that 

would occur withln such corridors. 

The Mlnerals Issue revolves around balancing the production of minerals with the 

protect Ion of sensltlve resource values. ThJs will require ldentlficatlon of (1) 

areas and values In need of protection and (2.1 protective measures that can be 

taken. 

The Recreation Issue Is concerned with provldlng recreatlonal opportunltles to meet 

the lncreasl ng demand wh1 le p; otect1ng the resource base. 

The Fire Management Jssue 1s based on the use of fire as a management tool. Ful 

suppresslon of al I fires can be costly and does not always benefit rangeland re 

sources; lands wlth potential for Improvement through the use of induced or natura 

f Jres need to be JdentJfled. 

The BLM wilderness revlew process consists of three dlstlnct phases: 1 nventory, 

study, and report1 ng. At the end of the Inventory phase, ten wll derness study areas 

(WSAs) were ldentlfled withIn the GRA. Thls number Includes four areas of public 

land wlthln the GRA that were remanded to the Moab Dlstrlct for re-Inventory by the 

I nterlor Board of Land Appeals, and a fifth area which was determined to qualify for 

WSA status. 

The role of the RMP durl ng the wll derness study phase Is to def Jne how the WSAS 

wou I d be managed If not designated w 1 I derness by Congress. The proposed RMP does 

not make a recommendation regardlng the wilderness suJtabJlJty or nonsu1tabllJty of 

the WSAs. The wilderness suJtabJllty of each WSA will be addressed In the Utah 

statewide wilderness EIS. These preliminary wilderness sultabl IJty recommendations 

wll I be avaJlable for publJc review durJng 1984. Further Jnformatlon about each of 

the WSAS Js contaJned Jn the wflderness site-speclflc analyses. These documents, 

already pubtlshed In draft form, were written to meet the requl rements of the BLM’s 

w 1 I derness study po I icy. 

s-2 



Areas under wilderness revlew will continue to be managed following the guidance of 

BLM’s Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Revle hey are 

either designated w! I derness by Congress or released from w 1 I dern Areas 
designated wilderness will be managed under the guldellnes of the BLM’s Wilderness 

Management Pot Icy. 

THE RMP ALTERNATIVES 

Four alternatlves were developed and analyzed In the Draft RMP/EIS. Each a i terna- 

tlve represented a dlfferent approach to resolvrng the planning Issues ldentlfled In 

the previous sect Ion. The alternatives presented In the Draft RMP/EIS were Aiterna- 

tlve A, No Action; Alternative B, Productlon; Alternative C, Llmlted Protectron; and 

Aiternatlve D, Protectton. Alternative C was ldentlfled In the draft as the pre- 

ferred aiternatlve. 

Subsequent to the conclusion of the comment per lad on the Draft RMP/EIS, two new 

subaiternatlves pertalnlng to the Livestock Requirements issue were developed In re- 

sponse to concerns expressed by the pubilc. A Graze at Preference subaiternatlve 

has been incorporated Into the Productlon alternative, and a Reduced Llvestock 

Grazing subalternatlve has been Incorporated into the ProtectTon alternative. Using 

this approach, actions described In the subalternatlves ou Id be substituted for 

some of the a&Ions presently analyzed In the Draft RMP/EIS. Port Ions of the 

Production and Protection alternatlves not dlrectiy modlfled by the subalternatlves 

would be unaffected. 

The management goals developed for the four alternatives analyzed In the Draft RMP/ 

EIS are summarized In Tab ie S-l. Separate goal statements for the subaiternatlves 

have not been developed, as the subalternatlves represent dlfferent approaches to 

resolvlng the Livestock Requirements lssue wlthln two of the alternatlves discussed 

In the Draft RMP/EIS. The overall goals of the alternatives are thus the same as 

dlsplayed In the draft documente 

With these overal I goals In mind, management object lves were wr ltten for each Issue. 

The ~nterdlsclpllnary team then drafted speclflc management actlans and 
gether to resolve conf I lets between these draft management actions before the f 1 nai 

vers lons were adopted. The four alternatfve plans and the two subaiternatlves with 

their component management actions are summarlzed In Table S-2. it Is Important to 
note that where no change Is glven for the subalternatlve, the action would be as 

described ln the aiternatlve. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED 

A No Livestock Grazing alternatlve for the resource area as a whole was considered 

In the Draft RMP/EIS, but was not included ln the document because ilvestock graz’lng 

is an estabilshed use of the public lands recognized by Congress In the Taylor Graz- 

ing Act, the Federal Land Poilcy and Management Act, and the Publ lc Rangeland Im- 

provement Act. The ellmlnatlon of Ilvestock grazlng from parcels of pubilc land 

consldered for each allotment In the RMP/EIS alternatives and subalternatlves. Thls 

approach al lows removal of I lvestock to be considered for the protection or manage- 

ment of speclf Ic resource values. 
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Table S-l 

Management Goals for the Alternatives 

Alternative A 

No Action 

Alternative B 

Production 

Alternative C Alternative D 

Limited Protection Protection 

Goal : To conti nue Goal : To implement a Coal: To implement a 

the present level of resource management resource management 

resource use. plan that obtains the plan tha+ provides a 

highest degree of variety of uses rith- 

consumptive use and in the sustained 

conmodi ty product ion yield capability of 

al lowable, considering the resource. It re- 

legal constraints presents a Sal anti q 

(environmental pro- of conf I icts beteen 

tection requirements, renewable and.nonre- 

multiple use mandates, newable resources for 

etc.). 

Trade-off s wou I d em- 

phasize consumptive 

uses (emphas ize en- 

ergy related mi neral 

production, grazing, 

and development of 

ccmmerci al recrea- 

t ion, i ncludi ng ORV 

use. 

the cotimum multiple 

use mix, i ncorpordt- 

ing the necessary 

constraints for pro- 

tect ing renewab le re- 

sources from i r-f ever- 

sible decline. 

Trade-offs tioui d 

safeguard wildlife 

habitat, critical 

,#atersheds, *i I &?r- 

ness values and non- 
CRV retreat ion, ‘wh i I e 

accomcrPdati ng produc- 

tion of minerals, 

I ivestock gazing, 

CRV recreation, and 

other conrrodities. 

Goal : To implement a 

resource management 

plan that is oriented 

toward protect ion and 

enhancement of the 

natural values, while 

al lowi ny use and pro- 

duction only at levels 

that do not risk di- 

nlnishing such values 

2s wildlife habitat, 

cr i tical dater-sheds, 

primitive retreat ion 

npportun i ties, and 

Nilderness qualities. 

Trade-offs rould fa- 

vor protection of the 

resource over use of 

the resource, and 

would emphasize pro- 

tect ion of wi I d I i fe 

habitat, critical 

ratersheds, p’irni tive 

retreat Ion opportun i- 

ties, and w i I derness 

qualities. 
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Planning Issue 

Alternative A 

No Act ion 

Critical 

Watersheds 

lnstal I 1 nstream drop struc- 

tures on eight streams (8 al- 

l otments af fectl ng 3,500 

acres) a 

L i vestock 

Requirements 

Cant i nue present management on 

1,348,527 acres (61 al lot- 

merits) as fpl lows: 

Continue 6 al lotment manags- 

ment plans (AMPS) (403,655 

acres) ; maintain existing land 

treatments on 51,989 acres; 

and continue present levels of 

grazing (72,236 animal unit 

months ( AUMs) ). 

Alternative 13 

Product 1 on 

I nstal i i nstrean dr struc- 

tures as in Alternative A. 

Continue present management on 

986,898 acres (45 al lot 

as fol lows: 

Maintain existing land treat- 

mants and contl nu8 present 

levels of grazing as in Al- 

ternat ive A. 

Additional management is pro- 

posed es fool lows : 

Implement livestock manlpula- 

t Ion techn lques ( fences, Water 

deV8l ments, rotation of 

azi ng use areas) on 765,284 

acres (22 al lotmerits) e 

Al ternat ive C 

Limited Protection 

I nstal I instream drcp struc- 

tures as in Alternative A. 

implement sal in lty control 

treatments (gully plugs, con- 

tour furrows, retention dams) 

on 41,000 acres (10 al lot- 

merits) * 

Divert and evaporate water 

from Sti nki ng Spring- 

Manipulate vegetation and 

initiate land and watershed 

treatments on three critical 

watershed subbasi ns (313,800 

acres) . 

Continue present management on 

833,545 acres (37 al lotmants) 

as follows: 

Maintain existing land treat- 

ments and continue present 

levels of grazing as in Al- 

ternat i ve A. 

Additional management is pro- 

posed as fol tows: 

Implement I ivestock manlpula- 

tlon techn lques as in Alterna- 

tive 8 on 488,636 acres (15 

al I otmants 1. 

Alternative 0 

Protection 

lnstal I 1 nstream drop struc- 

tures as in Alterantive A. 

Implement salinity control 

treatments as In Alternative C. 

Divert and evaporate water 

from Stinking Spring as In Al- 

ternative Ct 

Manipulate vegetation and 

Initiate land and watershed 

treatments on three critical 

watershed subbasi ns (630,000 

acres) e 

Continue present management on 

827,850 acres (34 al lotmants) 

as follows: 

Maintain existing land treat- 

ments and cant I nue present 

levels of grazing as in 

Alternative A. 

Additional management is pro- 

posed as fo I lows : 

Implement I lvestock manipula- 

tion techniques as in Alterna- 

tive B on 382,429 acres (11 

al lotments). 

Summary of Mana 
IHtSLt S-L 

ons for the Alternatives 

l” 2 “a , rI I, -. ,, -n .-_ 
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Alternatlve D 

Protection 
L 

Implement land treatments as 

in Aiternatlve C. 

TABLE S-2 (Continued) 

Planning Issue 

Alternat Tve A 

No Act ion 

_-_I- -_-___.-~.-. - -.~ 
Alternat fve B Alternat Ive C 

Productlon Limlted Protection -l-l_ -,-.-. ..~~ --. -. -._-.i-._-~~II______ 

implement land treatments on Implement land treatments on 

70,705 acres (13 al iotnents; 68,105 acres (13 al lotments; 

increase of 8,839 AUMs) . Increase of 8,514 AUMs). 

Change season of use on 

358,775 acres (13 al iotments). 

Change season of use on 

478,478 acres (17 al lotments), 

Change class of I Livestock on Change class of I lvestock on 

69,042 acres (1 al IotmentIl 154,215-acres (2 allotments). 

Manage 3 miles of perennlal 

streams by fencing and rota- 

t Ion of grazing use on al- 

lotments. 

Manage 2 ml les of perennlai 

streams by fencing and rotatIcq 

of graz I ng use on 2 a I lotment, 

Restr Ict i lvestock grazl ng 

from 27,000 acres (portlons of 

10 allotments; 558 AUMs). 

Restrict I lvestock grazing 

frcm 50,000 acres (portions 01 
19 al iotments; 1,099 AUMs). 

Estlmated future I I vestock 

AUMs are 79,096. 

Est lmated future I ivestock 

AUMs are 77,296. 

Restrict I Ivestock grazing frch 

3 rlparlan areas (3 al iotment~,, 

Eilmlnate Ilvestock grazing or 

33,489 acres (4 allotments; uj\ 

AUMs). 

Restr let I lvestock grazlng on 

700 acres (port Ion of one al 1’). 

rnent; 32 AUMsI . 

Est lmated future I1 vestock 
AUMs are 73,874. 

, ,I, 
“, 

., $1 
,, ., ,, 88 II ,m I . 



Graze at Pr erenca 

SubaIternat9ve 

Authorlzs all grazfng use at 

f ul I preference 

AU&; 11,314 AUMs are present- 

ly available for Ildllfe) to 

maxlmlze Ilvestock productTon- 

f+onltor9 ng studies (see Appe~ 

d9x L In the draft) wll9 sho 

changes In condftlon that WI 

determl ne whether stock9 ng 

rates should be adjusted. 

Estimated f utwe AUMs for th 9 s 

subalternatlve are 116,567 for 

19vestock and 14,418 for ~916 

posed RMP and f9 nal EIS for AUMs 

by a 9 lotment. 

Reduced Lfvestock Grazing 

Subalternatlve 

Cont9nue present management on 

722,281 acres (28 al lotments) to 

ma9 ntaln and Improve present me- 

dlum to high ecological condlt9on 

and to protect other resource 
vai ues. 

Implement Ilvestock manlpulatlon 

techniques on 282,436 acres (6 

al lotments). 

Authorlze grazing at a reduced 

level (average of past 5 years’ 

I lcensed use ml nus the AUMs lost 

because of I 9 vestock management 

adlons 9n th9s subalternatlve 

equals 52,255 AUMs for Ifvestock; 
19,314 AUMs are presently ava9 I- 

able for wlldllfe) to malntaln 

and improve present ecologlcal 

condltlon. MonItorlng studies 

(s&e Appendix L in the draft) 

wi I I show changes in condition 
that w I I I determlne whether 

stocking rates shou Id be adjust- 

ed. 

Estimated future AU& for this 

subalternative are 55,665 for 

Ilvestock and 22,242 for wlld- 

l9fe. See additions to Appen- 

dix K 9n Chapter 3 of this pro- 

posed RMP and final E IS for AUMs 

by allotment. 

continued 



TABLE S-Z (Continued) 
r 

Alternatlve A ~- - Alternat lve 6 Alternative C Alternat fve D 

Planning issue No Action Production LlmTted Protectlon Protect ion 

Reduced L9vestock Grazing 
Subalternatlve 

Change season of use on 197,829 

acres (9 allotments) to provlde 

for growth requirements of per- 

ennlal plants and to restrict use 

of spr9 ng forbs by I lvestock In 

crltlcal wlldlffe areas. 

Ellmlnate grazlng on 146,245 

acres (6 allotments; 1,981 AUMs; 

to protect r 1 par 9 an vegetat Ion 

and el lmlnate forage canpetit lon 

with wlidllfe. 

Restrict I lvestock grazlng from 

536,534 acres (portions of 15 

a I lotments, 5,587 AUMs; and 8 

entlre al lotments, 8,789 AUMs) to 

lessen impact on h9ghly saline 

solls and reduce sallnlty In the 

Colorado Rlver drainage. 

Ellmlnate grazing on 20,590 acres 

(3 allotments; 519 AUMs.) to pro- 

tect rlparlan vegetation and a 

munlclpal watershed. 

El lmlnate I lvestock grazing on 

1,385 acres (1 al lotment; 39 

AUMs) to reserve forage for deer 

and elk and to protect a cold 

water fishery. 

E I lmlnate I lvestock grazl ng on 

103,487 acres (6 al lotments; 

3,066 AUMs) to reserve forage and 

space for blghorn sheep. 



Wi Idlife Maintain existing wildlife 

IId39 tat waters and habitat cond9tions 

Requirements In support of current big game 

populations (9,735 deer; 9,030 

elk; 259 bighorn; and 180 

antelope). 

c)f f-Road Malntaln the ent?re GRA (9.8 

Veh lc le Use m9 I iion acres) as open for 

and Management ORVs. 

Same as Alternative A. MaTntaln existing wildlife Maintain existing wl ldllfe 

waters. waters. 

Reserve al I forage on the 

fol low9 ng areas for deer and 

elk winter use: Pear Park, 

94,720 acres; Spr 1 ng Creek, 

924 acres; and Castle Val ley, 

6,400 acres. 

Manage wlldllfe habltat ln 

support of current bighorn 

population (259) and long- 

term management goals for 

other big game (22,250 deer; 

2,300 elk; and 887 antelope). 

Designate the ent9re GRA as Designate 596,234 acres as 

open for DRVs. llmlted to exlst9ng roads and 

trails. This includes Mancos 

Shale areas; the Colorado, 

Green and Dolores river corr9- 

dot-s; the Canyon Rfms Recrea- 

tlon Area; and the vlewshed 

for Dead Horse Po9nt State 

Park. 

Designate 24,454 acres as 

closed to DRVs. This would 

Behl nd the Rocks; West-water 

Canyon; WTndwhlstle and Hatch 

PO9 nt campgrounds; Canyon- 

lands, Needles and Antic 9 lne 

ovel oaks and On Ton Creek 

sensltlve plant site. 

Reserve al I forage on the 

same areas as Aiternatlve C 

for deer and elk. 

Manage wTldl9fe habitat in 

support of long-term manage- 

ment goals for b9g game popula- 
tlons (22,250 deer, 2,300 elk; 

1,314 bighorn; and 887 

antelope). 

Cover same area ITsted 9n Al- 

ternatlve C under the same 

deslgnatlon. 

Also ilmlt ORV use to exist- 

lng roads and trails 9n the 

floodplains of 150 miles of 

streams (90 floodplalns); and 

250 miles of stream channel 

(10 major washes). 

Cover same area listed In 

Alternative C under the same 
deslgnatlon. 

continued 



TABLE S-Z (Continued) 

Planning Issue 
Alternative A Alternative B 

No Action Production 

Alternat Ive C 

Limited Protection 

Lands Act ions 

utility 
Corridors 

Designate 15,206 acres (Mill 

Creek area) as I imited to de- 

signated roads and trails. 

Continue to process lands dls- Retain 1,790,389 acres of 

posal requests individual ly. pub I ic land. 

Retain 1,801,331 acres of 

pub I Ic land. 

Consider 22,571 acres of 

pub1 ic land for disposal. 

Consider 1 1,629 acres of 

publ ic land for disposal. 

Identify 6,594 acres of pub I ic Identify 6,594 acres of public 

I and for further study to de- land for further study as in 

termine whether it should be Alternat Ive B. 

retained or disposed of. 

Acquire an access easement in- Acquire an access easement as 

volvi ng 6 acres of private in Alternative 8. 

I and at the Cl sco boat launch 

area on the Colorado River. 

Continue to hand le al I major Consider designating approxl- Consider designating utility 

r Ight-of-way requests indl- mately 140 miles of da facto corridors as in Alternative 

vidual ly. Conslder situating corridors as official utility B. 

new facilities within exlst- corridors. 

ing de facto corridors. 

Alternative D 

Protection 

Cover the same area listed in Al- 

ternati ve C under the same desig- 

nat ion. 

Retain 1,806,318 acres of 

public land. 

Consider 6,642 acres of 

publ ic land for disposal. 

Identify 6,594 acres of public 

land for further study as in 

Alternative B. 

Acquire an access easement as 

in Aiternatlve B. 

Acquire scen Ic easements on 

9,990 acres of private land 

along 80 miles of the Dolores 

Colorado rlver corridors. 

Consider designating utll ily 

corridors as in Alternative 

B. 



Minerals Leava the ent Ire GRA (1.8 

mllllon acres) open to mlnlng 

c Ialms for locatable mlnerals 

under- the 1872 Minlng Law; 

with the except ion of 1,850 

acres of exlstlng mineral 

withdrawals. 

Malntaln existing potash 

leases on approximately 4,600 

acres. Al low potash pros- 

pecting on approximately 

150,000 acres* 

Cant I nue present app I lcat ion 

of the 011 and gas category 

system: 

Category Acres 

1 1,682,762 

2 58,221 

3 70,401 

4 8,170 

Continue to ai low sales of 

sand and gravel on 6,000 

acres free of mlnlng claims. 

Cont I flue ex I st Ing contract for 

sale of humates on 250 acres. 

Avo!d situating major rlghts- 

of-way wlthln 48,245 acres of 

resource conf I Ict acres. 

Leave the entire ERA open to 

mining claims as in Alterna- 

tive A (with same excaptlons). 

Maintaln potash leases and al- 

iow prospecting as in Alterna- 

tive A. 

Classify the entire Gf(A (9 -8 

ml 1 I ion acres) as Category 1 

for 011 and gas leasing. 

Contlnue to al 

sand and grave 

tlve A. 

Continue exist 

ow sales of 

as In Aiterna- 

? ng humates con- 

tract as in Alternatlve A. 

Al low sales of humtes on 

approximately 1,500 add1 t-Tonal 

acres that are fraa of ml n! ng 
c la lms. 

Avold situating major rlghts- 

of-way wlthln 130,164 acres 

of resource conf I ict areas. 

Withdraw 32,000 acres along Withdraw 47,000 acres along 

the Colorado Rfver from min- the Colorado River from 

eral entry, in addltlon to mineral entry, ln addition to 

1,850 acres of exlstlng 1,850 acres of existing wlth- 

withdrawals. Areas left withdrawals. Areas left open 

open to mining claims would to mlnlng claims would 

total 1.77 ml I 1 lon acres. total 1.75 ml1 I ion acres. 

Maintain potash leases and al- Maintain potash leases and ai- 

low prospecting as In Alter- low prospecting as In Alterna- 
native A. tlve A. 

Modify appllcatlon of the 011 Modify appllcatlon of the 01 I 

and gas category system: and gas category system: 

Catem Acres 

-7 9 S 156,560 

2 563,808 

3 70,274 

4 28,912 

Continue to al lo# sales of 

sand and gravel as !n Alterna- 

tlve A. 

Ca,tegory 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Acres -- 
144,262 

776,359 

53,81 5 

245,l 98 

Continue to al 
sand and grave 

tive A. 

,I 
ow sales of 

as In Alterna- 

Continue existing humates con- Cont I nue ex 1 st 1 ng humates con- 

tract as 1 n A iternat 1 ve AS tract as in AIt’ ernative A. 

Avold slituatlng major rlghts- 
of-way within 282,350 acres 

of exclusion areas and 563,190 

acres of avoidance areas. 

contiraued 
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TABLE S-Z (Concluded) 

- 
Alternative A 

--- 
Alternative D 

Protection 

Alternative B 

Production 

Alternative C 

Planning Issue No Action Limited Protection -- 

Retreat ion Maintain developed facilities 

including 2 campgrounds, 5 

picnic sites, 3 scenic over- 

looks, 5 miles of hiking 

trails, 10 miles of motorcycle 

trails, and 27 miles of scenic 

roads. 

Maintain developed facilities 

as in Alternative A. 

Maintain developed facilities 

and in Alternative A. 

Maintain developed facilities 

as in Alternative A. 

Construct rest rocms at seven 

heavily used retreat ion sites 

along the Colorado River. 

Construct rest rocfns as in 

Alternative 8. 

Construct rest roans as in 

Alterant ive 8. 

Continue to issue retreat ion 

permits (four-wheel drive ve- 

h ic le tours, horseback tr lps, 

etc.) 

Continue to issue recreation 

use permits as in Alternative 

A. 

Continue to issue recreation 

use permits as in Alternative 

A. 

Continue to issue recreation 

use permits as in Alternative 

A. 

Continue to permit competitive 

and noncanpetitive ORV events. 

Cant i nue to perml t ORV events 

as in Alternative A. 

Conti nue to permit ORV events 

as in Alternative A. 

Continue to permit ORV events 

as in Alternative A. 

Continue the existing river 

management prog-am on the Co- 

I orado and Dolores rivers 

(24,000 passenger days per 

year; 30 canmercial out- 

fitters). 

Continue the existing river 

management program as in Al- 

ternat ive A. 

Continue the existing river 

management program as in Al- 

ternat ive A. 

Continue the existing river 

management program as in Al- 

ternative A. 

Continue to manage 65 miles of 

the Colorado and Dolores ri- 

ver study corridors as re- 

quired under the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act. 

Continue to manage the river 

study corridors as under Al- 

ternat ive A. 

Continue to manage the river 

study corridors as under Al- 

ternat ive A. 

Continue to manage the river 

study corridors as under Al- 

ternat i ve A. 

Des i gnate 1,375 acres i n Negro 

8i I I Canyon as an Outstanding 

Natural Area (ONA). 

Fire Managenwant Continue to suppress al I fires 

on public lands. 

Implement a I imited fire sup- 

pression policy on the entire 

GRA (1.8 mi I I ion acres). 

Implement a limited fire sup- 

pression policy as in Alter- 

native B. 

Implement a I imited ‘fire sup- 

pression policy as in Alter- 

native 6. 

Initiate prescribed fires and 

seeding on approximately 

14,149 acres (11 allotments). 

Initiate prescribed fires and 

seeding as in Alternative 8. 



The No Livestock Grazing alternative would differ from the No Action alternative, as 

il lustrated in the following quote from Council on Environmental Quality information 

published in the Federal Register (CEQ, 1981). 

There are two distinct interpretations of no action that must be considered, 

depending on the nature of the proposal being evaluated. The first situation 

might involve an action such as updating a land management plan where ongoing 

programs initiated under existing legislation and regulations will continue, 

even as new plans are developed. In these cases no action is no change from 

current mahagement direction or level of management intensity. Therefore, the 

no action alternative may be thought of in terms of continuing with the present 

course of action until that action Is changed. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The changes (or Impacts) that would be imposed upon land uses and components of the 

human environment by the management actions set forth in the alternatives and sub- 

alternatives are identified and analyzed. The impacts that would result from the 

proposed RMP, which is a combination of the alternatives.. are discussed In detail in 

Chapter 2 of this proposed RMP and final EIS. The land uses and environmental 

components are: 

Soi Is Wildlife Vi sua I Resources 

Water Qua I i ty Mineral Resources Speci al Des ignat ion Areas 

Air Quality Mineral Rights Recreation 

Vegetation Transportat ion Economic Conditions 

Livestock Grazing Cultural Resources Social Conditions 

The impacts upon these environmental components are summarized in Table S-3. It is 

important to note that where no change is given for the subalternative, the impacts 
would be as described in the alternative. 
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TABLE S-3 
Comparative Summary of Management Actic;ns and Impacts 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

No Action Production Limited Protection Protection - 

Soi Is-There would be a short-term Soils-There would be a short-term Soi Is-There wou I d be a short-term Soils-There would be a short-term 

increase in erosion from land treat- Increase in erosion from land treat- 

ments and energy and mineral devel- 

opment and an increase in sol I ero- 

sion and loss of site productivity 

in the long term as a result of DRY 

US. 

merits and energy and mineral devel- 

opment and an increase in soi I ero- 

slon and loss of site productivity 

in the long term as a result of QRV 

use. 

Water Qual ity-There would be a 

short-term i ncrease in sediment and 

salinity from maintenance of land 

treatments and energy and mineral 

development and a lony-term de- 

crease in water qua1 ii-y from in- 

creases in sediment and salinity 

fran ORV use. 

Subal ternative: With i ivestock 

grazing at preference levels, soil 

erosion rates would also increase, 

resulting in additional losses in 

soil productivity. 

Water Quality-There would be a 

short-term increase In sediment and 

salinity from maintenance of land 

treatments and energy and mineral 

development and a long-term de- 

crease in water quality frcm in- 

creases in sediment and salinity 

from ORV use. 

Subalternative; With I ivestock 

gazing at preference levels, 

water quality would decline; sed- 

iment and salinity would increase. 

increase in erosion fror land treat- increase in erosion from land 

merits and a mi n imal short-term in- 

crease in erosion from oil and gas 

activity. Improved w$ter inf i ltra- 

tion and minimai soil compaction 

would result in decreased soil loss 

and Increased product ivi ty due to 

CRV restrictions in the long term. 

Water Qua I ity-There would be a 

short-term increase in sediment and 

salinity from land treatments and 

energy and mineral development and 

a long-term net decrease of 19,408 

tons of salt and 187,640 tons of 

sediment annual ly into the Colorado 

River through instream drop struct- 

ures, salinity control projects, 

changing the season of I ivestock 

use, control of ORV use, and the 

application of the oil and gas cat- 

egories. 

treatments. Restrict ions on oi I 

and gas activity, livestock graz- 

ing, and CRV use would improve 

water infiltration, minimize soil 

conpact ion, retain onsite soil 

product i vi ty, and result in an 

overal I increase in productivity. 

Subalternative: With I ivestock 

grazing at reduced levels, soi I 

erosion rates would also decrease 

because of an increase in vegeta- 

t ive cover and a decrease in soi I 

disturbance. 

Water Quality-There would be a 

short-term I ncrease in sediment 

and salinity fran land treatments 

and energy and mineral development 

and a long-term net decrease of 

28,970 tons of salt and 261,360 

tons of sediment annually into the 

Colorado River through instream 

drop structures, salinity control 

projects, changl ng the season of 

I ivestock use, control of ORV use 

and the application of the oi I and 

gas categories. 

Subalternative: There would be a 

I ong-term net decrease of 39,360 

tons of salt and 497,173 tons of 

sediment annual ly into the Colo- 

rado R i ver. 



Air Quality-No slgnlficant impact 

would occur to air quality. 

Vegetation-Vegetatlon wou Id be af- 

eded as fol lows: 

Air Quality-Some significant short- 

term impacts on air quality could 

occur under a limited fire suppres- 

slon policy or during prescribed 

fires. 

Vegetation-Vegetation would be af- 

fected as fol lows: 

Present I ivestock management at the Present I lvestock management at the 

level of past 5 years’ licensed use level of past 5 years” licensed use 

would maintain ecological conditions would maintain ecological condl- 

on 1,348,527 acres. Vegetation would tlons on 986,898 acres; these con- 

increase around i nstream structures. dltions would be maintaIned or im- 

Overai l vigor of the vegetation 

would be maintalned or improved on 
403,655 acres under existing AMPS. 

Maintenance of land treatments 

would change vegetative canposition 

on 52,000 acres* Decreases 1 n 

vewtatlon would occur on 350 to 

500 acres per year because of oil 

and gas activities; on 25CJ acres 

in the humate sale area; on 30 

acres per year because of ml n I ng 

cia im development; on an undeter- 

mined number of acres due to ad!- 
vities under recreation use permits 

on areas transferred in iand dis- 

proved by I I vestock man lpu I at ions 

on 765,284 acres. 

Subalternative: With Ilvestock gra- 

zing at preference levels, ecologi- 

cal condltlon would decline on 

986 t 898 acres 0 _-~ .~_-- _ __ _ - .~.-- -~- 

Vegetation wou Id i ncrease around 

1 nstream structures and on 14,149 

acres treated with prescribed fire 

and seeding. 

Species composition would be 

changed on 52,000 acres where ex- 

istl ng land treatments are maln- 

taTned, and on 10,700 acres where 

new ones are Implemented. 

Decreases in veptat ion would occur 

and on 3 miles of perennial streams, soils, 2 miles of perennial 

and would be malntalned on 32,000 streams, and through el imlnatlon 

acres where mInera! withdrawals of grazing on 34,189 acres, and 

would be implemented. Perennial would be maintained on 47,000 

forage plants wou id be protected acres under mineral withdrawals. 

through seasor of ilvestock use Perenn 1 al forage p I ants wou I d be 

changes on 358,775 acres, and by protected through season of I Ive- 
the restrictions on ORV use. stock use changes on 478,478 

Change in class of I ivestock on acres a V lgor of browse would be 

Air Qual lty-Some significant short- 

term impacts on air quality could 

occur under a I Imi ted fire suppres- 

sion policy or during prescribed 

fires. 

Vegetation-Vegetation wou Id be af- 

fected as follows: 

Resent 1 lvestock management at the 

level of past 5 years” licensed use 

use would malntaln ecologlcal con- 

ditions on 833,545 acres; these 

conditions would be maintained or 

improved by livestock manipulations 

on 488,636 acres* 

Ecological condltlons would be Im- 

proved through restrlct ion of graz- 

lng on 27,WO acres of saline solls 

Air Qua! ity-Some significant short 

term impacts on air quality could 

occur under a limited fire sup- 

presston pal Icy. 

Vegetatjon-Vegetation wou Id be af- 

fected as follows: 

Present I Livestock management at 

level of past 5 years’ licensed 

use wouid maintain ecological 

conditions on 827,850 acres; these 

conditions would be maintaJned or 

Improved by I ivestock man Ipu I a- 

ttons on 382,429 acres. 

Ecological conditions would be im- 
proved through restriction of 

grazing on 50,000 acres of sal i ne 

continued 



TABLE S-3 (Continued) 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

No Action Product ion --- Limited Protection Protection 

- 
I 

:11x31; and in areas where ORV use on 400 to 550 acres per year be- 69,042 acres would increase vigor 

is continued. Maintenance of ex- cause of oi I and gas activities; of browse species, wh i I e decreas- 

isting tiatershed improvements would on the 1,750 acres where humates ing vigor of grass. 

prevent improvement of vegetation would be removed; on 30 acres per 

in tfiose areas. year because of mining claim devel- Vegetation wou I d increase around 

opment; on an undetermined number instrean structures, sal inity con- 

of acres due to activities under tro I structures, watershed treat- 

recreation use permits; and in areas ment areas, and on 14,149 acres 

where ORV use i s conti nued. Main- treated by prescribed fire. 

tenance of watershed improvements 

would prevent improvement of vege- Species composition would be 

tation in those areas. There wou I d changed on 52,000 acres where ex- 

be a long-term decrease in pinyon- isting land treatments are main- 

juniper and saagebrush canmun ities tained and on 68,100 acres where 

because of I imited fire suppress ion new ones are imp1 anted. 

and prescribed f ire. 

Vegetation on up to 22,471 acres 

could be I ost to BLM management Decreases in vegetation would occur Vegetation would increase around 

increased and vigor of grass de- 

creased on 154,215 acres through 

change in class of livestock. 

Species ccmpos i t ion wou I d be 

changed on 52,000 acres where ex- 

isting land treatments are main- 

tained and on 68,100 acres where 

new ones are implemented. 

Subalternative: Ecological condi- 

tion would be maintained on 

722,281 acres; these conditions 

would be maintained or improved on 

282,436 acres. Ecological condi- 

tions would be improved on 536,534 

acres of sal ine soils and through 

elimination of grazing on 125,462 

acres, and would be maintained on 

47,000 acres under mineral with- 

drawals. Perennial forage plants 

would be protected through season 

of I i vestock use changes on 

197,829 acres. 

through land disposal actions. on 300 to 400 acres per year because instream structures, salinity 

of oil and gas activities; on the control structures, and watershed 

250 acres in the humate sale; on 30 treatment areas. There would be a 

acres per year because of mining 5 percent increase in ground cover 

c la im devel cpment; on an undeter- in areas of ORV c losures. 

mined number of acres due to acti- 

vities under recreation use permits; Decreases in vegetation would oc- 

and in areas where ORV use is con- cur on 250 to 400 acres per year 

tinued. Maintenance of watershed because of oil and gas activities; 

improvements would prevent improve- on 250 acres in the humate sale; 

ment of vegetation in those areas. on 30 acres per year because of 

There would be a long-term decrease mini ng cla im development; on an 

I -n I .,I,‘ . I, c.er-C YaneTsrlnn Yr.I~.~ TI,.,“C r>n “_,T r..en “l-r-.- I,,...C” 1,317 
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Livestock Grazing-There would be 

no gain In AUMs. Loss of AUMs 

could occue through land disposal. 

Livestock Grazing-There wou Id be a 

net gain of 6,860 AUMs, due to 

land treatments, prescribed fire, 

and land disposal. 

WildlIfe-WIldlIfe habitat would be 

affected as fol lows: 

Contlnulng present livestock man- 

agement would cause a loss of wlld- 

iife habitat productivity on 27 al- 

i otments, and big game specTes 

Ildllfe-W Ildllfe habltat wouid be 

affected as folio 

Contl nul ng present 1 lvestock man- 

agement would cause a loss of wild- 

life habitat produdlvlty on 14 ai- 

Iotments, and blg game species 

In plnyon-juniper and sagebrush 

canmunltles because of Ilmlted fire 

suppression and prescribed fire. 

Vegetation on up to 11,629 acres 

could be I ost to BLM management 

through land disposal actions. 

undetermined number of acres due 

to actlvitles under recreation use 
permits; and in areas where ORV 

use Is continued. Ma I ntenance of 

watershed Improvements would pre- 

vent Improvement of vegetation ln 

those areas. There would be a 

I ong-term decrease In pi nyon- 

juniper and sagebrush ccmmun!tTes 

because of limited fire suppres- 

slon. Vegetation on up to 6,642 

acres cou Id be lost to BLM man- 

agement through land disposal ac- 

t Tons. 

Llvestock Grazlng-There would be a 

net gain of 5,060 AUMs, due to land 

treatments, construction of an e- 
vaporation pond, grazl ng rest-r Ict- 

Livestock Grarl q-There wou Id be a 

net ga?n of 1,638 AUMs due to land 

treatments, construct-Ton of an e- 

vaporat ion pond, grazl ng restr Ict- 

ions, prescribed fire, and land Tons, and land disposal. A total 

disposal. A total of 1,497 sheep of 4,374 sheep AUMs would be con- 

AUMs wou I d be converted to cattle verted to cattle AUMs. 

AU&. 

Subalternative: There would be a 

net loss of 16,571 AUMs for Ilve- 

stock due to restrict ions and e- 

I lmlnatlon of I lvestock grazlng, 

constructlon of an evaporation 

WIldlIfe-WIldlIfe hab I tat would be Wlldl!fs-Wlldljfe habltat would be 

affected as fol lows: af fed-cad as fol lows: 

pond, land treatments. and land 

disposals. A total of 4,374 sheep 

AUMs would be converted to cattle 

AUMs. _-_ -- 

ContInulng present Itvestock man- 

agement would cause a loss of wlid- 

life habltat productIvlty on 9 al- 

lotments, and big game s 

Contl nul ng present I Tvestock man- 

agement would cause a loss of 
wIldl?fe habltat produdlvlty on 6 

a6 lotmsnts, and big game species 

would continue to compete with live- would continue to compete lth IIve- would continue to compete wYth live- would continue to comgxate with 

continued 
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TAGLE S-3 (Continued) 
.~__ - 

Alternative A 
- 

Alternative B 

No Act ion Product ion 

stock for forage and space on 23 stock for forage and space on 10 

al I otnents. It ,rrould also cause a al I otments. It would also cause a 

continued decrease in ecological continued decrease in ecological 

condition for riparian and aquatic condition for riparian and aquatic 

habitat on four al lotments. Habi- habitat on four al lotments. Live- 

tat productivi ty for deer, el k, stock manipulation techniques would 

and bighorn sheep would decrease improve habitat and reduce spatial 

under two AMPS. One riparian area competition on 22 al Iotnents. Land 

wou I d cant inue to decrease in eco- treatments (including prescribed 

logical condition under one AMP. fire) would add 2,617 AUMs for deer 

Impacts of any land disposal act ion elk, and ante1 ape. Potash develop- 

would be analyzed during considera- rrent could result in the loss of 50 

tion of the disposal request. Under percent (13,507 acres) of desert 

present oil and gas categories, 99 bighorn sheep habitat. The di spos- 

percent of the deer and elk winter al of two 80-acre tracts along the 

range in Her-d Unit 28-B is open to Colorado River could cause loss of 

year-round exp I oration and devel cp- habitat for game and nongame spe- 

rrent activities. Approximately 56 ties (Including bald eagle). Plac- 

percent of the desert bighorn sheep ing the entire GRA under Oil and 

habitat within the Mineral Bottom Gas Leasing Category 1 would al low 

area, 100 percent of the Rattlesndta year-round oil and gas activltles 

area, and 68 percent of the Potash that could af feet 200,769 acres of 

area is open to year-round 01 I and deer and elk winter range, I nclud- 

gas exploration and development ing calving and fawning areas. It 

activities. could cause the loss of 25,168 

acres of ante1 ape habitat. Oil and 

gas activities could cause impacts 

on approximately 44,816 acres of 

desert bighorn sheep habitat. 

Alternative C 

Limited Protection 

stock for forage and space on 8 al- 

l otmants. It would also cause a 

continued decrease of r ipar i an and 

aquatic habitat on one al lotmant. 

Livestock manipulation techniques 

would improve 3 miles of perennial 

stream and improve habitat on 15 

al I otments. Land treatmants ( in- 

cluding prescribed fire) would 

provide an additional 4,886 AUMs. 

Season of I ivestock use changes 

would reduce competition with Iive- 

stock for bighorn elk and antelope, 

on 13 al lotments and improve r Ipar- 

Ian habitat on one al lotment. 

Changa in class of I ivestock would 

reduce conpetition with I ivestock 

for elk and deer on winter and 

spring forage areas In one al lot- 

mant. Restricting I lvestock graz- 

ing fran portions of 10 allotments 

(27,000 acres) would improve forage 

for nongame w I I d I I fe species and 

al low big game populations to re- 

main stab le. Limiting ORVs to ex- 

lsting roads and trails would re- 

duce disturbance to wildlife. The 

exclusion and/or avoidance of es- 

tablishing rights-of-way withln 

130,164 acres in resource conf I ict 

Alternative D 

Protection 

- 

--- 

I ivestock for forage and space on 

6 al I otments. Livestock manipu- 

!ation techn iqttes would improve 2 

miles of perennial streams and im- 

prove the habitat on 2 al lotments. 

Land treatments, el iminat ion of 

livestock grazing (4 al lotments), 

and restriction of livestock graz- 

ing (700 acres) would result in a 

net gain of 5,681 AU& for wild- 

I i fe ungu I ates, and protection of 

both aquatic and riparian habitats 

on one al lotment. Season of use 

changes would reduce conpetit ion 

for bighorn, antelope and elk on 

16 al lotments and improve both a- 

quatic and riparlan habitats on 

one al lotment. Change in class of 

I ivestock on 2 al lotments wou I d re 

duce deer, elk and antelope ccmpe- 

titlon for winter/spring forage. 

Rotational grazing on 2 ml les of 

perennial stream (2 al lotments) 

would restore and improve ripari- 

an hab I tat. Reservation of al I 

forage on 3 areas (22,044 acres) 

wou I d assure w i nter/spr i ng forage 

for deer and elk. Limiting ORV 

use to existing roads and trails 

would reduce disturbance to wi Id- 

I I-_- -* 1 L L II ,%,I”“^ w,.- I I I,- . 



Subalternative: Untli the gazing areas would protect 48,245 acres of 

carrying capacities are determined, blghorn sheep habltat. 01 I and gas 

it is not known what addftlonal !m- category stipulations would provfde 

pacts would result from gra,zlng at protect ion for 200,769 acres of 

fui 1 preference levels. Impacts deer and elk winter range; 25,431 

wou Id be at least as great as under acres of antelope habltat; 16,873 

Alternatlve B. acres of blghorn habitat; and 3,840 

acres of Golden eag le nest sl tes. 

Potash development could cause ices 

of 13,567 acres (50 percent) of 

blghorn sheep habitat. 

Ilfe. Exclusion and avoidance of 

533,496 acres of bighorn sheep 

habitat and deer and elk winter 

range In establishing rlghts-of- 
way wou I d protect those areas. 

011 and gas catecory stipulations 
would provide protectlon for 

200,769 acres of deer and el k 

habitat, 16,873 acres of blghorn 

sheep habitat, 25,431 acres of 

antelope habltat, and 3,840 acres 

of golden eagle nest sites. 

Subalternatlve: Contlnulng pre- 

sent I 1 vestock management wou 1 ,d 

cause a loss of wildlIfe habltat 

productlvlty on flve al lotments, 

and big game species would con- 

tinue to campete with llvestock 

for forage and space on five al- 

lotments. Llvestock management 
would Improve 2 miles’of perennial 

streams and Improve habitat on two 

a I lotments. 

continued 



TABLE S-3 (Continued) 

Alternative A 

No Action 

MI neral Resources-As a result of 

resulting 

activities under the oi I and gas 

. 

category system now being applied, 

150 oil and gas wel Is are being 

dril led annual ly, with annual pro- 

duction of approximately 10 mll lion 

MCF (thousand cubic feet) of natu- 

ral gas and 50,000 barrels of oil 

Salable mi neral management has re- 

suited in the annual removal of as 

much as 2.5 mil I ion tons of gravel 

per year. Al so, humate product ion 

is estimated to become 50,000 tons 

annual ly after the project begins. 

Alternative B 

Production 

Mineral Resources-As a result of 

activities under the oil and gas 

category system appl ication for 

oi I resulting. 

this alternative; approximately 155 

oil and gas wel Is would be drilled 

annual ly, with annual production 

of approximately 10 million MCF of 

natural gas and 50,000 barrels of 

Salable minerals management would 

result in the annual removal of 

much as 2.5 mil I ion tons of gravl 

per year. Humate product ion is 

estimated to becoms as much as 

150,000 tons a year depending on 

the production and market condi- 

tions after project begins. 

d 

as 

el 

Alternative C 

Limited Protection 

Alternative D 

Protect ion 

Land treatments and elimination of 

I ivestock grazing on 16 al lotments 

would result in a net gain of 

10,928 AUMs for wildlife ungulates 

and protection of both aquatic and 

riparian habitats in seven allot- 

ments. Season of use changes 

would reduce competition for big- 

horn, ante1 ape, and elk on six al- 

lotments and improve both aquatic 

and riparian habitats on one al- 

l otment. Change in class of Iive- 

stock on two al lotments would re- 

duce deer, elk, and antelope com- 

petition for winter/spring forage. 

Reservation of al I forage on three 

areas (22,044 acres) would assure 

winter/spring forage for deer and 

6 I k . 

Mtneral Resources-As the result of Mineral Resources-As the result of 

activities under the oi I and gas oil and gas activities under the 

category system appl ication for this oil and gas category system appl i- 

alternative, approximately 145 oil cation for this alternative, ap- 

and gas wel Is would be dr i I led an- proximately 140 oil and gas wel Is 

nual I y, with annual production of would be dril led annually with an- 

approximately 9.5 to 9.9 mi I I ion nual product ion of approximate1 y 

MCF of natural gas and 49,500 9.4 to 9.8 mi I I ion MCF of natural 

barrels of oil resulting. gas and 47,500 barrels of oi I re- 

sulting. 

Salable minerals management would Salable minerals management woul 2 

result in the removal of the same result in the removal of the same 

amount of sand, gravel and humate amount of sand, gravel and humatv 

material as that for Alternative A. material as that for Alternatives 

A and C. 



As a result of locatable minerals 

management, go i d production cou Id 

run as high as 600 ounces per year, 

and uranium production cou Id run as 

high as 1 mll 1Ion pounds of yellow- 

cake. 

Mlnerai Rights-under the exlsting 

management act Ion the entire GRA 

Is open to mlnlng claims, with the 

exception of 1,850 acres withdrawn 

frcm mineral entry for protect Ion 

of widely scattered campgrounds 

and scenic sites. About 200,000 

mining claims exist in the GRA; 

of these about 500 are for placer 

gold and the balance are for 

uranium. 

As a result of locatable minerals 

management, the same amount of gold 

and yel lowcake would be produced 

as in Alternal-lve A. 

Mlnerai Rights-The entire GRA would 

be open to mlnlng claims with the 

exceptlon of 1,850 acres wlthdrawn 

fran mineral entry for widely scat- 

tered campgrounds and scenic ST tes* 

About 20,000 mining claims would 

continue to exist in the GRA (500 

placer gold, the balance uranium). 

Lands on which mining claims are a- 

bandoned could be restaked at any 

location in the GRA. 

As a result of locatable mlnerals 

management, the same amount of gold 

and yei lowcake would be produced 

as In AlternatIves A and B. 

Mlnerai Rights-The entire GRA would 

be open to mining claims with the 

foi Towing exceptlons: 1,850 acres 

under existing withdrawal orders 

for protect Ion of campgrounds and 

scenic sites; 32,000 acres under 

new wlthdrawai orders for protec- 

tlon of seen lc lands along the 

Colorado River. Existing claims 

that are located within the 32,000- 

acre withdrawal area would stli 1 be 

recogn lzed, but once abandoned, 

could not be restaked. 

As a result of locatable mlnerals 

management, the same amount of 
gold and yellowcake would be pro- 

duced as In Alternatives A, B, and 
n L. 

Mlnerai Rights-The entire GRA 

would be open to mTnTng claims 

with the fol iowlng exceptions: 

1,850 acres under existing wlth- 

drawal orders for protectlon of 

campgrounds and seen Tc sites; 

47,000 acres under new withdrawal 

orders for protection of seen lc 

lands along the Colorado and 

Dolores rivers. Existing mining 

cialms that are located within the 

47,000-acre wl thdrawal area woui d 

st I I 1 be recognized, but once a- 

bandoned, could hot be restaked. 

There is no means of estimating 

any rate of abandonment under thl s 

alternative. A few uranium cialms 
and vlrtuai ly al I of the 500 

placer gold mlnlng claims In the 

GRA would fai 1 in the withdrawal 

area- 
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TABLE S-3 (Continued) 

-- 
Alternative A Alternative B A lternat i ve C Alternative D 

No Action Production Limited Protection Protection 

Transportation-An additional 10 to Transportat ion-Devel cpment of I o- Transportation-The impact on tr ans- Transportation-Reducing the amount 

!5 miles of roads would be build catable minerals would result in portation fran development of mining of acreage open to mining claims 

annually from development of mining at lease 10 to 15 miles of new roads claims would be insignificant. 

c Id ims. Oil and gas exploration per year. Oil and gas exploration Roads and tr-a i Is would degenerate 

?nJ jevel opment wou I d add 75 to 100 and development wou I d lead to more over 635,894 acres where ORV use 

71 i I es of road per year. There 

~o?r’M be a slight increase in roads 

clevel oped through i ncreas 1 ng CRV 

d se . 

may bring a slight decrease from 

the 75 to 100 miles of new roads 

now being developed each year. 

Roads and tra i Is would degenerate 

over the 635,894 acres and within 

the ten f loodplal ns and ten major 

washes where CRV use would be I i- 

mited or eliminated. New road 

construction from oi I and gas ex- 

ploration would fall below the 

currer,t 75 to 100 miles per year. 

Cultural Resources-No significant 

i~~pdtis would occur to cultural 

resokjrces. 

V / suz I Resources-Oi I, gas, and 

potash activities could temporari- 

ly change visual characteristics; 

i?ouever, af feded areas would re- 

*urn to the original visual qual- 

i +: over the long term. 

Special Designation Areas-ORVs 

V.~IJ/ d cause scma 

~a1 (02s on 635,894 

miles of floodpla 

oss of seen ic 

acres and 250 

ns. 

than the current number of miles would be I imited or eliminated. 

of road (75 to 100 miles). There New road construction from oil and 

would be a slight increase in roads gas exploration wouid fal I below 

developed through increasing ORV 

use. 

Cu I tura I Resources-No sign if icant 

impacts would occur to cultural 

resources. 

Visual Resources-Chaining, oil and 

gas, and potash activities would 

have short-term effects on visual 

character i st i cs; however, af fected 

areas would return to the original 

visual quality in the long term. 

Special Designation Areas-ORVs 

woul d cause SQIE I oss of seen ic 

val ues on 635,894 acres and 250 

miles of floodplains. 

the current 75 to 100 mi les per 

year. 

Cu I I-Ural Resources-No sign if icant 

impacts would occur to cultural 

resources. 

Visual Resources-Chaining, oil and 

gas, and potash activities would 

have short-term effects on vi sual 

character ist i cs; however, af fected 

areas would return to the original 

visual quality in the long term. 

Special Designation Areas-The de- 

signation of 635,894 acres as un- 

der restrictions for CRV use and 

the oil and gas category stipula- 

tions would help provide protec- 

tion for 22 areas identified as 

possessing except Tonal seen ic 

qualities, and 65 miles of Wild 

and Scenic River studv corridors. 

Cultural Resources-No significant 

impacts would occur to cultural 

resources. 

Visual Resources-Chaining, oil 

and gas, and potash activities 

wou I d have short-term effects on 

visual characterist its; however, 

affected areas wou I d return to the 

original visual quality in the 

long term. 

Special Designation Areas-The de- 

signation of 635,894 acres and 

250 miles of stream channel as un- 

der restrict ions for ORV use and 

the oi I and gas category st ipul a- 

tions would help provide protec- 

tion for 22 areas identified as 

possess i ng except ion a I seen ic 

qualities, 65 miles of wild and 

Scenic River study corridors and 

water quality. 



Recreation-A long-term 9 ncrease 9 n 

recreatlonal ORV use on the 70,000 

acres now in use would occur. 

I)ii and gas activities permitted 

under the preva i 1 i ng 09 I and gas 

category system app 1 ication would 

cause the ioss of some resource 

val ues on seven of the 22 areas 

identlfled as containing exception- 

al seen Ic recreational opportun l- 
ties. 

Ma i ntenance of exi st 9 ng recreb 

tlonal Improvements would protect 
recreational values and dol lar In- 

vestments. Protection of WI Id and 

Scenic r9ver study corridors wou l d 

ensure that their essential recrea- 

tional values are not diminIshed. 

Recreation-A iong-term increase in 

recreational ORV use on 70,000 

acres now in use wou!d occur. 

Oil and gas actlvlties permitted 

under the oi 1 and gas category 

system for this alternative would 

cause the loss of resource va!ues 

on 22 areas identified as contain- 

I ng except Tonal seen ic retreat lon- 

al opportunities. 

Ma 1 ntenance of ex 1 st 9 ng recreb 

t Ion al improvements would protect 

recreational values and dollar ln- 

vestments. Protection of WI Id and 

Scenic river study corridors would 

ensure that their essential recrea- 

tional values are not diminished. 

The access easement to the Colorado 

River would help protect essential 

recreational opportunities. 

Construction of rest rooms at 

heavily used sites along the Coio- 

redo River would Improve river re- 

creational opportunities. Pre- 

scr9bed fire would improve recrea- 

t Ional hunting opportunIt9es. 

Recreation-Restrlctlons on ORV use 

wou Id decrease recreational CRV op- 

portunitlss. 

The 019 and gas category stipula- 

tions for this alternative would 

protect resource values in the 22 

areas identified as contalnlng 

exceptlonal scenic recreational 

opportun 9 ties. 

Ma 9 ntenance of ex 9 sting recrea- 

t lonal Improvements wou 1 d protect 

recreational vaiues and doi lar In- 

vestments. Protection of Wild and 

Scenic river study corridors would 

ensure that their essential recrea- 

tional values are not dlmlnished. 

The access easement to the Colorado 

River wouid help protect essential 

recreational opportunities. 

Construct ion of rest rooms at 

heavily used sltes along the Colo- 

rado River would improve river re- 

creational opportunities. Re- 

scribed fire would improve recrea- 

tional hunting opportunltles. 

Retreat ion-Restr 9 ct ions on ORV use 

would decrease recreational ORV 
opportunities. 

The 09 I and gas category system 

stipulations for this alternative 

would protect resource values ln 

22 areas Identlf?ed as contalnrng 

exceptional scenic recreational 

opportunities. 

Maintenance of existing recrea- 

t !on a 1 improvements wou 1 d protect 

recreational values and dollar In- 

vestments. Protection of Wild and 

Scen9c R9ver study corridors wou Id 

ensure that their essentlal recre- 

ational values are not d9mlnished. 

The acess easement to the Colorado 

River would help protect essential 

recrsat9onal cpportun 9t9es. 

Construct Ton of rest rooms at 

heavily used sites along the Coio- 

rado Rlvsr would improve river re- 

creational opportunit9es. 

Acqulr9ng seen 9c easements on 

9,990 acres of private land along 

80 ml les of the Colorado and 

Dolores rivers would protect 

scen9c recreatlonal qualities 

there. 

continued 



TABLE S-3 (Continued) 
- 

Alternative A 

No Action 

Alternat9ve B 

Production 

Economic Conditions-The reductions 

from active preference could de- 

crease ranch vai ues by as much as 

6 percent. The pr Ices conrnerci al 

outfitters could charge for their 

services could be af feded in sane 

recreation areas, and conmerclal 

use of one area could be dIscon- 

tinued. 

tourist v9s9tat9on and expenditures. 

Economic Conditions-Twenty-nine of 

45 iivestock operators would have 

The price outf 9 tters charge for 

m3re ava 9 I ab ie forage. If this 

their services could be affected In 

forage was grazed, their returns 

above cash cost wou Id 9 ncrease by 

sane areas, 

$162,832 (+8 percent) which should 

increase their ranch values. HOW- 

and existing camnercial 

ever, 

use 9n other areas could be dlscon- 

reduction from active pre- 

ference ecu id reduce ranch vai ues 

tinued. 

by as much as 4 percent. In- 

creased product ion from ranchers 

reslding in the GRA would 9ncrease 

regional incane by $168,320 (tO.3 

percent) and eight jobs (+0.2 per- 

cent). Land sales near Moab, 

Spanish Val ley and Castle Vat ley 

could have a depressing ef feet on 

nearby private land Imarket prices; 

however, al I land sales would in- 

crease county revenues. Increased 

oi I and gas dr 9 I I lng and product ion 

would eventually result In five to 

ten added local jobs (+O.l to 0.2 

percent) and $85,000 to $170,000 

local inccme. Local units of gov- 

vernment would receive increased 

property tax revenues and indi- 

rectly receive Increased revenue 

fran 9 ncreased royalty payments 

to the State. There may be an un- 

quantifiable reduced increase In 

Alternative C 

Limlted Protection 

Economic Conditions-Watershed ac- 

tions that could have quantifiable 

effects on water yleid and salt 

loading would decrease the annual 

cost borne by water users in the 

Lower Colorado River Basin by 

8535,000 to $170,000 and result in 

a $55,000 loss of value from de 

creased water yiel d. Two of the 45 

Ilvestock operators would have less 

ava9 lab le forage; 24 of the 45 

woul d have more ava 1 I ab le forage; 

and 12 of the 45 would rece9ve ma- 

jor exclusions durl ng the spr9 ng.’ 

Aggregate returns above cash costs 

would increase by $33,573 (+l per- 

cent) which should also increase 

ranch values. However, the reduc 

tions fran active preference could 

reduce ranch values by as much as 

5 percent. Greater w I i d ii fe pop- 

u lat 9ons woul d increase hunter 

eventually result In two to f 9ve 

fewer local jobs (-0.1 percent) 

and iess local government revenues 

from reduced property taxes and In- 

directly from reduced royalty pay- 

rmants to the State. Future go I d 

pressure, which could 9ncrease 

local incane by as much as 8185,000 

and local employment by as many 

as seven jobs. Land saies near 

Castle Valley, Moab, and Span9sh 

Val ley would have a depress9ng ef- 

fect on nearby private land market 

pr Ices. Decreased o 9 1 and gas 

drll ling and production would 

Alternative D 

Protection 

Economic Conditions-Watershed ac- 

tlons that could have quantlfiabie 

effects on water yield, salt ioad- 

9ng, and sed9mentation would de- 

crease the annual cost borne by 

water users in the Lower Colorado 

River Basin by $920,000 to 

rS1,220,000 and result In a 

$130,000 loss of value fran de- 

creased water yield. Ten of the 

45 1 ivestock operators wou id have 

less ava 1 lab le forage; 18 of the 

45 wou Id have more ava9 I ab le for- 

age; and 38 of the 45 would re- 

ce9ve maj”or exclusions during the 

spring. Aggegate returns above 

cash costs wou id decrease by 

$61,000 (-3 percent), which should 

also decrease ranch values. Re- 

ductions from active preference 

could reduce ranch values by as 

much as 6 percent. Greater w I I d- 

t9fe popuiatlons would increase 

hunter pressure, which could in- 

crease iocal incune by as much as 

$990,000 and local employment by 

as many as seven jobs. Land sales 

near Castle Valley would have a 

depressing ef feet on nearby pr 9- 

vate land market prices. Decreas- 

ed 09 I, gas, and uranium activi- 

ties would eventually result In 

65 fewer local jobs (-1.5 percent) 

less local government revenu: from 

reduced property taxes and 9nd I- 

rectly from reduced royalty pay- 

ments to the State. Future go i d 



Subalternative: Grazing at active 

preference would result in an un- 

quantlfiab le Increase in sedlmen- 

tation, salt pickup, and water 

yield. This would in turn decrease 

econanic values generated by Lake 

Powel I ) increase cost borne by 

water users in the lower Colorado 

River Basin, and increase water 

yield values. If operators were 

to graze at active preference, or 

as close to active preference as 

they could, the cumulative 1 n- 

crease In returns above cash cost 

would be 17 percent for cattle op- 

erators and 11 percent for sheep 

opera tars. Because in many cases 
forage production Is expected to 

be less than active preference, 

grazing at act Ive preference cw Id 

result In short-term economic 

galns with long-term econcmic 

I csses. LIvestock grazl ng at ac- 

tlive preference could negatively 

af feet big game populations and 

reduce hunter success rates. Low- 

er success rates would dlscoura 

hunters fran hunting In the GRA. 

Decreased hunter pressure would 

reduce the $130,000 of personal 

income and five jobs now attri- 

butable to hunting in the GHA. 

production and associated employ- 

ment and income would also be lm- 

pacted. PrImitlve nonmotorized 

recreation use and related local 

expend1 lures could be higher than 

would otherwise be the case. Ex- 

lstlng conmerclal use of recreation 

areas would be preserved and the 

potentlal for ccmmerciai use of 

other areas wou Id 1 ncrease* 

production and associated empioy- 

ment and inccme would also be i:n- 

pacted. Primitive nonmotorizei! 

recreatlong use and related locai 

expenditures could be higher thd? 

would otherwise be the case. ; .< - 

isting commercial use of recrea- 

tional areas and the potential for 

commercial use of other areas 

wou Id 1 ncrease. 

Subalternatlve: Watershed act ions 

that could have quantifiable ef- 

fects on water yield, salt loading 

and sed imentatlon wou Id decrease 

the annual cost borne by water iis- 

ers in the lower Colorado Rlver 

Basin by $580,000 to $760,000 and 

result in a $127,000 ioss of vaiue 

frcm decreased water yield. Fi f- 

teen of the 45 livestock operators 

would have less avai lab le forage; 

8 of the 45 would have more avarl- 

able forage; and 7 of the 45 would 

receive major exclusions during 

the spr 1 ng* Aggregate returns a- 

bove cash costs wou Id decrease by 
$324,216 C-1 4 percent), which 

should also decrease ranch val tues. 

Redud Ions from active preference 

cou Id reduce ranch values by as 

much as 8 percent. Greziter w i i d- 

I Ife populations would increase 

local income by as much as 

$190,000 and local employment by 

as many as seven jobs. The pro- 

babl I lty that hunter pressure and 

expend1 tures wou I d 1 ncrease to 

these levels 1s greater thdn uniiar 

Alternative D. 

- 
continueu 



TABLE S-3 (Concluded) 

A I ternat ive A 

No Action 

Social Conditions-There would be 

I ittle or no change fran the ex- 

isting environment. Under this 

alternative, changes i n attitudes 

toward BLM would be affected only 

by outside factors and the way 

management actions are implemented. 

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Product I on Limited Protection Protect ion 

Social Conditions-Local groups and Social Conditions-None of the man- Social Conditions-The social wel I- 

t 

canmun 1 ties wou I d not be affected agement actions wou I d impact the being of nine of the 45 livestock 

to such a degree as to not iceably the local groups or communities operators wodld be significantly 

affect their existing social envi- to such a degree as to af feet their affected. Local attitudes toward 

ronment. In general local attitudes existing social environment. How - BLM would worsen because restr ic- 

toward BLM would improve because ever, this alternative would pro- tions would be increased, less 

restrictions would be reduced and bably be perceived by most residents local resource use and developman 

greater local resource use and de- as having a significant negative would be al lowed, and this alter- 

velopment would be al lowed. These impact upon the local ccmmunity. native wo6ld be perceived to have 

attitudes would vary, however, by a sign if icant negative impact on 

those individuals and groups who the local economy. These att i- 
wou I d gain and those who would lose tudes would vary, however, by 

under this alternative. those individuals and groups who 

wou I d gain and those who wou I d 

Subalternatives: None of the man- 

agement act ions wou I d impact I ocal 

ccmmunities so far as to noticeably 

affect their existing social envi- 

ronment. Subalternative B would 

place the fewest restr ict ions on 

lose under this alternative. 

Subalternative: The social wel I- 

being of 12 of the 45 livestock 

operators would be significantly 

af fectec. Subalternative D would 

activities taking place on pub 

land. This subalternative wou 

perceived by most res idents as 

having the greatest beneficial 

pact on the loca I economy. 

I 

- 

IC 

dbe 

im- 

place the most restrictions on lo- 

cal use and development of public 

lands. Therefore, th is suba I ter- 

native would be perceived as 

having the greatest negative im- 

pact on the loca I economy. -- 



THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The proposed RMP for the GRA was selected from management actions analyzed in the 

Draft RMP/EIS (as updated in this document) on the basis of (1) their ablilty to 

resolve the issues raised during the planning process, (2) the capabTl It-y of the 

public lands to respond to management, (3) the environmental consequences of the 

alternatives and suba{ternatlves, (4) the planning criteria, and (5) public input. 

The proposed plan, with the exception of sections pertalnlng to llvestock requlre- 

ments, ut I i I ty corr ldor avoidance areas, iocatab le minerals, humates, and wlider- 

nessp Is patterned after the preferred alternatIve identlfled in the Draft RMP/EIS. 

GOAL 

The overal i goal of the proposed plan Is to provlde for multlple uses on the public 
i ands, whlie balancing conflicts between renewab le and nonrenewab le resources and 

lncorporatl ng necessary constraints to protect resources from lrrevers Ib le dec I Inee 

MANAGEMENT A;T I ON S 

Actions designed to resolve ldentifled planning Issues would be implemented during 

the life of the plan. These act ions are brief I y described below by 1 ssue area. For 

a description of the planning issues refer to the Planning Area and Issues section 

of this summary* 

Management actions proposed to resolve the Critical Watersheds issue include instal- 

latlon of 1 nstream drop structures In eight streams; implementation of salinity con- 

trol treatments on 41,000 acres; diversTon of Stinking Spring; and manlpulatlon of 

vegetatlon and land and watershed treatments on three crlticai watershed subbasins. 

Management actions proposed to resolve the Livestock Requlrments issue include con- 

tlnuatlon of present management on 833,545 acres; Implementation of lIvestock manl- 

pulatlon techniques on 793,031 acres; maintenance of exTsting land treatments; im- 

plementation of ne land treatments on 68,105 acre;; authorlzatlon of al I grazing 

use at present levels (71,678 AUMs) In conjunction Ith a monltorlng program to de- 

term 1 ne hether stocking rates shou Id be adjusted; a change In season of lIvestock 

use on 54,380 acres; a change In class of I lvestock on 69,042 acres; management of 3 

mlies of perenn la1 streams to restore three ripar Ian areas; and manlpulatlon of 
ilvestock grazlng on 27,000 acres to reduce salinity In the Colorado river. 

Management actions proposed to resolve the Wiidllfe Habltat Requlrements issue In- 

clude maintenance of exlstlng wlidllfe waters and reservation of unal located forage 

and space on the fol iowlng areas for deer and elk Inter use: Pear Park, 14,720 

acres; Spring Creek, 924 acres; and Castle Val ley, 6,.400 acres- 

Management act Ions proposed to resolve the Of f-Road Vehic ie Use and Management Issue 

Include des lgnation of 1,183,660 acres as open to ORV use; des ignat Ion of 596,234 

acres as limited to exlstlng roads and trails to protect atershed and seen ic va- 

I ues; deslgnatlon of 24,454 acres as closed to ORVs to protect seen ic and recreation 
values; and designation of 15,206 acres as limited to designated roads and trails. 
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Management act ions proposed to reso ive the Lands Act ions issue include retention of 

1,801,331 acres of public land; p&sib ie disposal of 11 ,629 acres of pub I ic land to 

serve public object Ives; and Identlflcation of 6,594 acres of public land for 

further study. 1 f pass lb le, an easement for pubilc access would also be obtained at 

the Clsco boat launch. 

Management act ions proposed to resolve the Utl i lty Corridors Issue include the 

deslgnatlon of approxlmateiy 140 mlies of de facto corridors as official utlilty 

corridors and ldenti f icatlon of 48,245 acres In resource conf I Ict areas to be 

avoided by major r lghts-of-way. 

Management actions proposed to resolve the Minerals issue include leaving the entlre 

GRA open to iocatlon of mining claims except for 1,850 acres of existing mineral 

withdrawals to protect recreation and seen ic sl tes; ma I ntenance of current potash 

leases and al iowance of potash prospecting (with potential for production) on an 

addltlonai 150,000 acres; appilcation of oil and gas categories to protect critical 

wl idilfe habltat, watersheds, and recreation; contlnuatlon of sales of ccmmon varl- 

etles of mlnerais; contl nuation of the current humate contract, and al I owance of 
sales of humates on an additional 1,500 acres. 

Management actlons praposed to resolve the Recreation issue Include maintenance of 

two developed campgrounds, f lve developed picnic areas, three scenic overlooks, 27 

ml ies of scenic road system, and 10 miles of developed motorcycle trail; construc- 

tlon of rest rooms at seven heavily used recreation sites along the Colorado River; 

cant I nued Issuance of retreat Ion perm 1 ts; continuation of the exlsting river manage- 

ment program, continued management of 65 miles of the Colorado and Dolores Rlver 

study corridors as required under the Wlid and Scenic Rivers Act; and designation of 

1,375 acres In Negro 611 I Canyon as an ONA. 

Management actions proposed to resolve the Fire Management issue Include impiementa- 

tion of a ilmlted fire suppression policy on the entlre GRA and lnltlatlon of pre- 

scribed flres and seedlng on approxlmateiy 14,149 acres. 

Wilderness suitabllity recanrnendatlons are deferred pending completion of the Utah 

statewlde wilderness EIS. WSAs wii I continue to be managed under the BLM’s interim 

Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wliderness Revlew until either des- 

lgnated wilderness or released from study by Congresslonal action. Certain manage- 

ment a&Ions ln the proposed RMP would apply to lands under wilderness review if 

they are not deslgnated WI i derness. These actions are described in detail in Chap- 

ter 1 of thls document. 

Detalls regarding RMP support requlrements, monltorlng, lmpiementatlon, and ongoing 

management programs and actions are also discussed In Chapter 1. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

lmplementatlon of the proposed plan would reduce soil erosion, help stabiilze stream 

channels, Improve water Infiltration, and increase soil productivity in target 

areas. Water quality of targeted dralnages would Improve. Salinity and sediment 

contrlbutlons lnto the Colorado River would be reduced. 
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Some short-term Impacts on air qual lty ould occur under a lImIted fire suppression 

poilcy and result from prescribed fires. 

Vegetation would generally be maintained or improved as a result of watershed and 

I Ivestock management act Ions, Vegetation would be altered or ellmlnated in several 

small areas as a result of project Implementation. Sagebrush and plnyon-j un lper 

communities would be changed to grass and browse on 68,105 acres through land treat- 

ments and on 14,149 acres through prescribed fires. 

Inltlal JIvestock AUiJls would be iimlted to 66 percent of active preference (average 

of past 5 years’ I lcensed use). MonItorIng studies wll I show changes In condttlon 

that wil I determIne whether stocking rates should be adjusted. 

Wildlife habitat would be managed in support of the estimated current bIghorn sheep 

population and long-term herd management goals for deer, elk, and antelope. Imple- 

mentation of lIvestock manipulation techniques would improve water and cover and 

reduce spatlai cornpetItIon with wIldlIfe ungulates; land treatments would provide 

addltlonai wlnter/sprlng forage for deer, elk, and antelope; changes in season of 

ilvestock use would reduce competltlon with bighorn sheep and improve rlparlan and 

aquatlc habitat In target areas* 

Under the proposed applJcat9on of 011 and gas IeasIng categories, the acreage In 

Category 1, Open to Leasing with Standard Stipulations, wou Id be reduced from 

1,682,762 to 1,156,560. In Category 2, Open to Leasing with Special Stlpulatlons, 

the acreage ould be Increased from 58,221 to 563,808. Acres In Category 3, Open to 

Leas I ng Ith No Surface Occupancy, would be reduced silghtly, from 70,401 to 70,274. 

Acres under Category 4, No Leasing, would be Increased from 8,170 to 28,912. The 

entlre GRA would be open to mlnlng claims except for 1,850 acres under existing 

withdrawal orders. 

No slgnlflcant impacts would occur to cultural or visual resourcesE 

ORV designations would protect resource values sensltlve to such use. Negro Bill 

Canyon would be protected under an ONA designation. Sixty-five miles of Wild and 

Scenfc Rlver study corridor would receive interim protective management as required 

under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Areas presently under wilderness review would 

not be impacted by the management actions of the proposed plan. 

Easement acqulsltlon wou I d ensure contfnued access to the CIsco launch area. 

AppllcatIon of the oil and gas category system would protect scenic values. MaIn- 

tenance of existing recreation faclifties would help ensure that the recreatlonai 

opportunltles associated Ith these values are not dlmlnlshed. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THt PROPOSED PLAN 

The annual cost borne by water users In the lower Colorado River basin would be 

decreased by $495,000 to f370,OOQ; there would be a $54,000 loss ~1: value from 

decreased water yi ei da 

None of the 45 I ivestock operators would have less available forage !n the long 

term, and 24 af the 45 wou Id have more ava1 lab is forage. ihree o-f the 45 YOU id 
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receive major exclusions during the spring. Aggregate returns above cash costs 

would Increase by $129,000 (+5 percent). Reduct Ions from act 1 ve preference coul d 

reduce ranch values by as much as 6 percent. 

Greater wlldllfe populations wou Id 1 ncrease hunter success rates and resu It ! n 

greater hunter pressure and local expenditures, and would Increase local persona 1 

Income and employment by as much as $185,000 and seven jobs, respectively. 

Land sales near Castle Valley, Moab, and Spanlsh Valley would have a depressing 

ef feet on nearby private land market pr Ices- 

Decreased oil and gas dril llng and production would eventually result In two to five 

fewer tocal jobs (-0.1 percent) and less local government revenues from reduced 

rcyalty payments to the State. Future gold production and associated employment and 

1 ncome wou I d not be Impacted. 

Primlttve nonmotorlzed recreation use and related local expenditures could be higher 

than would otherwise be the case. Exlstlng ccmmerclal use of recreation areas would 

be preserved and the potential for commercial use of other areas would increase. 

SOCIAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PLAN 

None of the management actions would Impact local groups or canmunltles to such a 

degree as to affect their exlstlng social environment. 
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INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

Under Phe authority of Sectlon 202(f) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

and Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Pol Icy Act, d process was 

In Itlated for the development, approval, maintenance, and amendment of resource 

management plans (RMPs? and their associated envlronmental Impact statements (EISs). 
The pro- cess 1s guided by Bureau of Land Management (BLM) planning regulatlons 

found In II tie 43 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Subpart 1600 (43 CFR 1600) and 

Council on Environmental Quality reyulatlons found In 40 CFR 1500. 

The Grand RMP/EIS, prepared in conformance wlth these laws and regulations, 1s pre- 

sented in two volumes, the Draft RMP/EIS, which was sent out for pub I Ic revlew In 

March of 1983, and this proposed RMP and f lnal EIS, which Includes the proposed plan 

and its environmental consequences, revlslons and corrections to the Draft RMP/EIS, 

pub Ilc comments on the draft, and the BLM’s response to these comments. Both vol- 

umes have bezn f I I ed Ith the Envlronmental Protection Agency. 

The RMP/EIS is be’lng completed for the Grand Resource Area (GRA) at this time for 

two reasons: 

(1) The exlstlng management frame ork plan (MFP) Is outdated and In 

need of revlslon. Preparation of the RMP has been determined 

preferable to amendment of the MFP. 

(2) The GRA was scheduled to complete a court-mandated grazing EIS, 

and It was decided *hat this would be more appropriately made a 
part of an RMP than done separate1 ye 

The Grand RMP has several objectives. It Is deslgned to guide and control future 

management act Ions and the subsequent development of activity plans. The EIS por- 

tlon analyzes the Impacts of the management actions ldentlfled In the proposed plan 

and the a lternat 1 ves. 

In addition, the RMP process stimulates partlclpatlon by the public and agencies of 
the Federal, State, and local governments. It also makes use of the best avallable 

data and analyses of alternatives. Al I of thls will Improve the basis for resource 

management declsrons for public lands In the GRA. 

An anctl lary but important objective of this particular RMP 1s that of serving as 

one of the SIX pflot projects that will help provlde guidance for future RMPs. 

PLANNING AREA AND ISSUES 

The GRA (Figure I-1 ), which 1s part of Utah’s Moab Dlstrlct, comprises BLM admlnls- 

tered lands In Grand County and the northeastern tip of San Juan County In south- 

east Utah. The p lann lng area is bordered on the north by the Vernal Dlstrlct, on 
the south by the San Juan Resource Area, on the east by the Utah-Colorado state 

Ilne, and on the west by the Green River. 
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The boundaries of the GRA contain 2,454,891 acres, of which 1,852,885 acres are 

pub I ic land. BLM’s Vernal Dlstrlct manages all resources on 33,331 acres at the top 

of the Book Cliffs, leaving a total of 1,819,554 acres wlthln the boundaries that 

are administered by the GRA. 

Under an Interdlstrict agreement wlth BLM's Grand Junction, Colorado Dlstrlct, the 

GRA manages grazTng on 40,653 acres in Colorado, and the Grand Junction Dlstrlct ad- 

mlnlsters grazing on 76,613 acres ln Utah. Under a similar agreement, the Forest 

Service admlnlsters grazing on 2,968 public land acres !n the GRA. 

The scale of the maps reproduced in this proposed RMP and final EIS prevented dls- 

p lay1 ng the iocat ions of pr Ivate and State lands. These tracts are shown on the 

pocket map included with the Draft RMP/EIS. Al I management actions pertaln to 

public lands admlnlstered by the GRA, except where spccif lcai iy stated otherwlse. 

The role of the Grand RMP during the wl I derness study phase of the Utah ELM’s wlld- 

erness review Is to define how the wilderness study areas (WSAsI within the GRA 

would be managed If not designated wilderness by Congress. The w I I derness sect ion 

of Chapter 1 of thls proposed RMP and f I nal EIS summar lzes the RMP act Tons that 

would apply to the pubi Ic lands presently located wlthln WSAs. The mlxture of 

act Tons presented repre- sents the No Wl lderness alternatlve for each WSA wh lch wl I I 

be analyzed in the Utah statewide wllderness EIS. 

In Chapter 4, page 4-1 of the Draft RMP/EiS, It was polnted out that the Grand RMP 

schedule and the Utah statewide wi i derness EIS schedule were related through the 

wliderness Issue. The Draft RMP/EIS contalned prel Imlnary wilderness suitabl iity 

recommendations for seven WSAs. Since the publication of the Draft RMP/EIS, several 

new areas have been designated WSAs. In order to advance the new areas to the same 

stage of the wilderness review as the other WSAs, It has been necessary to prepare a 

site-speclf Ic analysis (SSA) for each area to complete requirements contained in the 

BLM’s Wilderness Study Poilcy. As the preparation and public review of the flnai 

SSAs wll I not be completed unt I I the beglnni ng of 1984, It was dec’lded to wlthdraw 

the preilmlnary wliderness sultabillty recommendations contalned in the Draft RMP/ 

EIS. Thls action wlli enable BLM managers to revlew the entlre group of WSAs at one 

time. The review wlii take place durlng preparation of the Utah statewide wllder- 

ness EIS. 

The RMP focuses on the foi low1 ng ten p iann I ng issues, wh lch represent prob iem areas 

where management effort needs to be concentrated: 

Cr it icai Watersheds Ut I I I ty Corr ldors 

Livestock Requlrements Minerals 

Wlldllfe Habltat Requirements Retreat ion 

Of f-Road Veh lcie Use and Management Flre Management 

Lands Act ions WI iderness 

These topics, wh Ich encompass concerns identlf ied by members of the pub iic, other 

agencies, entitites of State and local governments, and BLM managers, are summarlzed 

as foi lows: 

The Crltlcai Watersheds issue revolves around (1) sedimentation and saiinlty In the 



upper Colorado Rlver basin from pubilc lands In the GRA and (2) disturbance and de- 

gradatlon of critlcai watersheds and f ioodpialns. 

The LIvestock Requlrements issue is concerned w lth four basic conf I lets: (1) mlner- 

al actlvltles are causing a I oss of forage for I lvestock in specl f lc heavy use 

areas; (2) off-road vehlcie (ORV) activity Is causing a ioss of forage for livestock 

In speclf lc heavy use areas; (3) improper season of use on some al iotments has re- 

suited In grazlng durlng periods crltlcai to the growth of forage plants; and (4) 

land treatments are needed to Improve forage and better dlsperse and manage ilve- 

stock. The development and anaiysls of grazlng aiternatlves for this Issue must 

meet the requirements for the court-mandated grazlng El S. 

The Wlidllfe Habitat Requlrements Issue results from three basic conf ilcts: (1) In 

some parts of the GRA, I lvestock and wl id I I fe compete for forage, water, and space; 

(2) mlnerai actlvitles are resuitlng In a loss of wlidiife habitat; and (3) recrea- 

t lonai uses such as ORV travel In port Ions of the GRA may be conf I lctlng wlth wl Id- 

ii fe. 

The ORV Use and Management Issue Is concerned with evaiuatlon and categor I zat lon of 

the pubilc lands Into three ORV use deslgnatlons as requl red by Executive Order 

11644. The categories Include an open deslgnatlon, where the use of ORVs would be 

allowed subject only to general restrlctlons; a limited deslgnatlon, where ORV use 

would be subject to speclflc restrlctlons such as staylng on deslgnated or exlstlng 

routes; and a closed deslgnatlon where ORV use would be prohlblted. Restr let ions 

would not apply to authorlzed ORV use. 

The Lands Actlons Issue IS concerned wlth (1) the Identification of lands sultabie 

for dl sposal , (2) the need to guarantee continued pubilc access to whltewater raft- 

143, and (3) supportlng the protectlon of scenic and other values along the Coiora- 

do and Dolores rivers. 

The lJt I I I ty Corrldors Issue focuses on (1 ) the need for deslgnated ut I i I ty corr ldors 

to aiievlate congestion caused by ex1stlng and proposed rights-of-way and (2) Iden- 

tlflcatlon of avoidance areas to protect crltlcai resources from dl sturbance that 

would occur wlthln such corridors. 

The Mlnerals lssue revolves around balancing the production of mlnerais with the 

protect Ion of sensltlve resource values. Thls wlii require ldentlflcatlon of (1) 

areas and vai ues In need of protect Ion and (2) protective measures that can be 

taken. 

The Recreation Issue 1s concerned wlth provlding recreational opportunltles to meet 

the lncreasl ng demand wh i ie protect1 ng the resource base. 

The Flre Management Issue Is based on the use of fire as a management tooi* Ful I 

suppresslon of ai i fires can be costly and does not always beneflt rangeland re- 

sources; lands with potentlai for Improvement through the use of Induced or natural 

f lres need to be Identified. 

Areas under wliderness review wlli continue to be managed followlng the guidance of 

BLM’s Interim Management Poi Icy for Lands Under WI I derness Review unt Ii they are 

either deslgnated wilderness by Congress or released from wl iderness review. Areas 

deslgndted wllderness wlii be managed under the guldeilnes of the ELM’s Wilderness 

Management PO I Icy. 
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CHAPTER 1 

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 1 describes the proposed plan, which provldes a balance between the protec- 

tion of fragile and un ique resources and the produ Ton and development of rene 

and nonrenewab ie resources. Management actions re selected on the basls o 

their ability to resolve the Issues raised durlng ‘the planning process, (2) the ca- 

pabl I Ity of the public lands to respond to management, (3) the environmental conse- 

quences of the aiternatlves and subaiternatives, (4) the planning crlterla, and (5) 

public Input. 

The proposed plan, wlth the exception of sections pertaining to livestock require- 

ments, ut I I I ty corr idor avo I dance areas, locatable minerals, humates, and wiider- 

ness, Is patterned after the preferred alternative ldentlfled In the Draft Resource 

Management P Ian and Environmental impact Statement (RMP/EiS). Specl f lc changes ln- 

c Jude: (1 ) an Increase from 15 to 24 in the number of I ivestock grazing al lotments 

where livestock manlpulatlon techniques would be Implemented, (2) a decrease from 13 

to 4 Tn the number of allotments identified for season of use changes, (3) the manl- 

pu iation rather than restr l&-ion of I lvestock grazing on 27,000 acres to reduce 

sal inlty, (4) a decrease from 130,164 to 48,245 In acres identified to be avoided by 

major r lght-of-way construct Ion, (5) a decrease from 32,000 to 0 In acres for ne 

mineral withdrawals, (6) an Increase from 250 to 1,750 in acres available for humat 

sales, and (7) deferral of pre I Iml nary wilderness suitabi Ill-y reccmmendat ions 

pendl ng completion of the Utah state I lderness EIS. 

Approval of the RMP II I mark the completion of one stage of the plannlng process. 

The RMP Is not a fInal implementation decision on actions hlch require f 

clflc plans, process steps., or decl slons under specl flc p ovlslons of la 

latlons. More site-speck f Ic p lans, such as allotment management plans (AMPS), wlii 

be completed by the resource activity programs. Procedures and methods for accom- 
pl?shlng the objectives of the RMP will be developed through these activity plans. 

In some cases additional englneerlng and other studies or specific project plans may 

be required. Additional environmental analyses wll I be conducted where approprlate 
to supplement the anaiysls In this final EIS. 

GOAL OF THE PROPOSED PLAN 

The overal i goal of the proposed plan is to provide for multlple uses on the public 

lands, wh I le ba idnci ng conf I I cts between renewab le and nonrenewab le resources and 

i ncorporat I ng the necessary constraints to protect renewable resources from Irre- 

versible decline. 

Trade-offs help safeguard lldiife habitat, crltlcai atersheds, and nonmotor I zed 

retreat ion, while accommodating minerals, I lvestock grazlng, and recreational off- 

road veh lcie (ORV) use. 
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OBJECTIVES OF THE MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Management actlons that would be taken to resolve the planning Issues have the 
following objectives: 

- to reduce the impact of surface-dlsturblng actTvlties on crltlcal 

watersheds, wh!le enhancing water quality and protecting key sallne- 

aikai I solis, rlparlan areas, f ioodpiains, and munlclpal watersheds; 

- to emphasize livestock use while improving or malntalnlng vegetative 

condltlons“to~+Sbeneflt both llvestock and wildlife; 

- to manage wildlife habltat to favor a dTverslty of game and nongame 

wlidilfe species, support Utah Dlvlslon of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) 
long-range management goals for deer, elk, and antelope, and protect 

riparlan and other areas important to wlldilfe (inciudlng raptors and 

other nongame birds and game fish); 

- to provide opportunltles for ORV use while protecting sensitive resources; 

- to retain public lands in support of the objectives of the other resource 

management programs, provlde for community expansion and economic deveiop- 

ment, and ensure coatlnued public access to key recreation use areas; 

- to provide a network of designated corridors for existing and future 

ut I I 1 ty systems, while designating utlllty avoidance areas to protect 

other resource values and programs; 

- to keep public lands open for exploration and development of mlneral 

resources whlie protecting areas with sensitive resource values; 

- to accommodate the expanding recreation use whlie reducing the impacts 

on the recreation resource base; 

- to implement a llmited fire suppresslon policy and Initiate prescribed 

fires where treatment by fire would Increase vegetation productlvlty, 

wh 1 ie safeguard1 ng resource values, life, and property; and 

- to define how the wllderness study areas (WSAs) would be managed if not 

designated wl I derness by Congress. 

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS UNDER THE PROPOSED PLAN 

The following speclflc management actions would be’taken under the proposed plan to 

resolve the plannlng issues described in the Draft RMP/EIS: 

CRI T ICAL WATERSHEDS 

install Instream drop structures In eight streams (about 3,500 acres, eight ailot- 

merits) to decrease sedlmentatlon and lmprove water qua I I ty . Figure l-1 shows the 

generai focat Tons of wdtershed projects. 
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Implement sallnlty control treatments (gully plugs, contour furrows, retention dams) 

on 41,000 acres (ten allotments)! to reduce salinity contrlbutlon to the Colorado 

River system by about 5,000 tons annual ly. 

DTvert and evaporate water from Stinking Spring to reduce salinity contrlbutlon to 

the Colorado River system by 3,100 tons annually. 

Manlpulate vegetation and lnltlate land and watershed treatments on three critIcal 

watershed subbasins (313,800 acres) to improve poor watershed condltlons. 

L IVESTOCK REQU IRLMENTS 

Continue present management on 833,545 acres (37 al lotments) to benef It livestock 

and wildlife by maintaining and lmprovlng present medium to high ecological condl- 

tlon. Figures 1-2 and l-3 show the general I ocat Ions of Ii vestock management 

actions. The allotments wlthln which this action and the other grazing management 

act ions wou 1 d take place are llsted in Appendix A of this proposed RMP and final 

EIS. 

Implement I lvestock manlpulatlon techn lques (fences, water developments, rotation of 

grazing use areas) to benef I t I lvestock and w f I d I I fe by lmprov lng present low eco- 

loglcal condltlon In heavy use areas and by malntalnlng and improving present medlum 

to hTgh ecological condition on 793,031 acres (24 allotments). 

Malntaln existing land treatments on 11 allotments to provide forage for livestock 

and wlldllfe. These are: (a) 25,766 chalned acres; (b) 25,198 plowed acres; and 

(c) 1,025 sprayed acres. 

Implement land treatments on 68,105 acres (13 allotments) to Increase available 

forage by 8,514 anlmal unit months (AUMs), to al low increased use by I ivestock and 

wildlife. The Increase In AUMs would be split evenly between llvestock and wlldllfe 

where both are present. Land treatments include (a) plow and seed 29,640 acres; (b) 

chain and seed 32,160 acres; (c) drll I seed 6,305 acres. 

Authorize al I grazing use at present levels to malntaln and improve present ecologl- 

cal condlt ion. The average licensed use over the past 5 years, minus the AUMs lost 

because of proposed management act Tons, equals 71 ,678 AUMs; 11,314 AUMs are 

presently avallable for wlldllfe. Monltorlng studies (see Appendix L In the Draft 

RMP/EIS) wll I show changes In condltlon that wll I determine whether stocking rates 

should be adjusted. Est lrnated future AUMs for the proposed plan are 77,296 for 

livestock and 16,016 for wlldllfe. See Appendix A in this document for AUMs by 

al lotment. 

Change season of use on 54,380 acres (four allotments) to (a) provide for growth 

requirements of perennial plants, (b) restr let use of spr lng forbs by I lvestock In 

crltlcal wlldllfe areas, and (c) protect sotls In crltlcal watershed areas. 

Change class of I lvestock on 69,042 acres (one al lotment) to reduce competl tlon be- 

tween I I vestock and w 1 I d I1 fe. 

Manage 3 miles of perennial streams by fencing and rotation of yrazlng use areas to 

restore three rlparlan areas for Improved wlldllfe habltat. 
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Manipulate livestock grazing on 27,000 acres (portions of ten al lotments; 558 AUMs) 

to lessen impact on highly saline solls and reduce sallnlty 9n the Colorado River 

drainage. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT REQUIREMENTS 

Mainta9n ex9st9ng wildlife waters. 

Reserve unal located forage and space on the following areas for deer and elk winter 

use: Pear Park, 94,720 acres; Sprlng Creek, 924 acres; Castle Val ley, 6,400 acres. 

Under the proposed plan, wlldllfe habltat would be managed 9n support of the est9- 

mated current bighorn sheep population (259) and estlmated prior stable numbers of 

(or long-term herd management goals for) other blg game spec9es. These are 22,250 

deer, 2,300 elk, and 887 antelope. This would be accomplished through maintenance 

of al I exlst9ng wildllfe waters and reservation of forage 1 n Pear Park, Spr9ng 

Creek, and Castle Valley for wildlife, and certain actlons that would be taken pr9- 

marlly to resolve other planning Issues0 These Include implementation of I lvestock 

man9pulatlon techniques, ma9ntenance and lmplementatlofi of land treatments, authorl- 

zatlon of grazing use at the level of the past 5 years’ average licensed use, chan- 

ges In season of use, changes 9n class of Ilvestock, fenc9ng and rotat9on of grazing 

use In three riparlan areas, man9pulatlon of llvestock on 27,000 acres of sallne 

so9 Is, closure of certain areas to ORV use, avoidance of sltuatlng rights-of-way 

wlthln 48,245 acres of resource conflict areas, adoption of a more protect Ive 09 I 

and gas leasing category system, deslgnatlon of a 1 ,375-acre Outstanding’ Natural 

Area (ONA) in Negro B9l I Canyon, Implementation of a limIted fire suppressIon 

POl9CY, and inltiat9on of prescribed fires and seeding. 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE USE AND MANAGEMENT 

Designate 9,983,660 acres as open to ORV use* Figure 9-4 shows the locatlons of ORV 

des9gnatlons. 

DesIgnate 596,234 acres (Mancos Shale areas and the Colorado, Green, and Dolores 

river corridors, Canyon Rlms Recreation Area, and Dead Horse Point State Park vlew- 

shed) as l9m1ted to exlstlng roads and trails, to protect highly erodlble Mancos 

Shale SQIIS, watershed, and scenic values. ould help to reduce the annual in- 

troductlon of 12,000 to 18,000 tons of sediment and 363 to 548 tons of salt Into the 

Colorado River dralnage. 

Deslgnate 24,454 acres (BehInd the Rocks, Negro 811 I Canyon, Westwater Canyon, Wlnd- 

whistle and Hatch Point campgrounds, Canyonlands, Need les and Ant 9c I Ine over looks, 

and Onion Creek senslttve plant s9te) as closed to ORVs (areas off exlstlng develop- 

ed roads), to protect scenic and recreational values. The Onlon Creek site enclo- 

sure would also provlde protection to a sensltlve plant. This action would be taken 

to reduce soil erosion and the annual lntroductlon of 90‘0 tons of sediment 9nto the 

Colorado River drainage. 

Designate 15,206 acres as l9m9ted to designated roads and trails, to provide for ORV 

use wh9le reducing annual so91 eroslon in thls area by 200 tons* This action would 

result In closure of 7 miles of duplicate roads and protection of scenic values. 
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LANDS ACT IONS 

Retain 1,801,331 acres of public land to protect environmental and economic assets 

and to foster mult 9ple use management. Figure l-5 shows the general locatlon of 

I ands act Ions. 

Consfder 11,629 acresV(w9th9n 12 allotments; 953 AUMsl for disposal. D? sposal of 

some of these lands would serve public objectives such as commun9ty expans9on and 

economic development. Other lands, because of the9r local-Tons or other characterls- 

t lcs, would be better su9ted to other ownershIp. 

Also shown In Figure 1-5 are 6,594 acres of public IBnd that have been ldentlfled 

for further study to determlne whether they should be retalned or dlsposed of. 

Acqu9re an access easement on 6 acres of pr9vaPe land at the Clsco boat launch area 

for the purpose of provldlng public access to ‘Westwater Canyon for recreat9ona9 

boating. 

UTILITY CORRIDORS 

Deslgnate approximately 140 miles (16,000 acres) of de facto corridors as offlclal 

utlllty corr9dors. Such desfgnatron would serve to minlmlze both the adverse envl- 

ronmental Impacts and the pro19 feratlon of separate rights-of-way* It would also 

help mlnlm9ze ldth requirements and max9m9ze mult9ple occupancy- F’lgure l-6 shows 

the locations of utlllty corridor management akt?ons. 

Avold sltuatlng major rlghts-of-way 9thln 48,245 acres 9 n resource conf I9ct areas 

to protect cr9tlcal blghorn sheep habitat. 

MINERALS 

Leave the entlt-e Grand Resource Area (GRA) (1.8 mllllon acres) open to mlnlng claims 

for locatable minerals under the 1872 MIn9ng Law, with the exception of 1,850 acres 
of ldely scattered campgrounds and scenic sites under existing mlneral withdrawals. 

Flgures 1-7 and l-8 show the general locations of minerals management actlons. 

Al low potash prospecting (with potentlal of productton) on approximately 150,000 

acres1 to encourage producflon of fertlllzer for domsstlc use and for export. There 

are approximately 4,600 acres of ex9stlng potash leases. 

Adopt the oil and gas category system below, which would protect crltlcal wlldllfe 

habltat, atersheds, and recreational use. 

Category 9 Open to leas9 ng with a set of standard 1,156,560 acres 

stlpulatlons 

Category 2 Open to leaslng with a choice of special 563,808 acres 

stlpulatlons to f9t protectton needs 

Category 3 Open to leasing, but w9th no surface occupancy 70,274 acres 

(dlrectlonal drll llng from outside the area 9s 

required) 

Category 4 No leaslng 28,912 acres 
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Continue to at low Sales of common varieties of minerals (;and and gravel) on 6,000 

acres free of mini ng claims, to provide materials for road construct ion, which could 

be an important factor in development of other resources. 

Al low sales of humates on approximately 1,500 acres free of mining claims to provide 

material for use as a soil conditioner. This would be in addition to the existing 
250-acre sale area. 

RECREAT I ON 

Maintain two developed campgrounds (30 acres), five developed picnic areas (28 

acres), and three developed scenic overlooks (1,120 acres) to provide public outdoor 

retreat ional opportunities. Figure l-9 shows the general locations of recreation 

management act ions. 

Construct rest rooms at seven heavily used recreation sites along the Colorado River 

to reduce sanitation problems. 

Continue to Issue recreation use permits (four-wheel drive vehicle tours, horseback 

trips, bear hunting camps, survival school, etc. 1 to enhance outdoor recreational 

opportunities and provide business opportunities for private enterprise. 

Maintain 5 miles of developed trails to provide outdoor hiking opportunities. 

Continue to permit competitive and noncompetitive ORV events. 

Maintain 10 miles of developed motorcycle trails to provide opportunities for 

recreational ORV motorcycle use. 

Maintain 27 miles of developed scenic road system to provide access to sightseeing 

opportunities. 

Continue the existing river management program on the Colorado and Dolores rivers 

(24,000 passenger days per year; 30 commercial outfitters) to provide for the safe 

and enjoyable long-term use of the river resource. 

Continue to manage 65 miles of the Colorado and Dolores river study corridors as 

required under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. (These rivers were studied and 

recommended for designation under this act and wll I be managed to prevent changes in 

their character until Congress acts on the recommendation.) 

Designate 1,375 acres in Negro Bil I Canyon as an ONA to protect seen ic recrea- 

t ional values, the sensitive plant Aqui legia mlcrentha, -- and the rlparian area along 

the perenn i al stream. 

F IRE MANAGEMENT 

Implement a limited suppression policy on the entire GRA (1.8 mil lion acres) which 
would al low fires to burn under initial monitoring on plant communities to create a 

diversity of vegetation and increase AUMs for both livestock and wildli-fe while 

reducing present fire suppression costs. 
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lnltlate prescribed flre and seedlng on approximately 14,149 acres (11 allotments), 

thereby lncreaslng AUMs by approximately 1,770 for livestock and wlldllfe. (This 

figure was added Into the future AUMs shown ln Appendix A). Figure l-10 shows the 

general locations of the prescribed fire areas. 

MANAGEMENT OF WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

The BLM wllderness revlew process consists of three dlstlnct phases: I nven tory, 

study, and report 1 ng. At the end of the lnventory phase, ten W5As were ldentlfled 

wlthln the GRA. Thls number includes four areas of public land remanded to the Moab 

01 str let for rernventory by the lnterlor Board of Land Appeals and a fifth area 

which was determlned by this board to qualify for USA status. Flgure l-l 1 shows the 

general locatlons of the WSAs. 

The role of this RMP during the study phase of the Utah BLM’s wflderness revJew Is 

to deflne how the ten WSAs wlthln the GRA would be managed If not designated wllder- 
ness by Congress. The proposed RMP does not make a recommendation regardlng wl Ider- 

ness sultabl Iity. The wilderness sultablllty of the WSAs will be addressed ln the 

Utah statewlde wllderness EIS. These prel lmlnary wl lderness sultabl I lty recommend- 

ations wlll be available for public revlew durlng 1984. Further 1 nformat ion about 

each of the WSAs 1s contained In the wllderness slte-speclflc analyses, written to 

meet the requirements of BLM’s Wllderness Study Policy. 

Until Congress takes action on deslgnatlng wllderness areas, actlvitles that 

presently occur and any act lon proposed ln an area under wllderness revlew will be 

governed by BLM’s lnterlm Management Pol Icy (IMP). Areas des lgnated w 1 I derness by 

Congress will be managed under the guldellnes of BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy. 

Areas not deslgnated wl I derness by Congress would be released from IMP management, 

and the RMP actions summarlzed below (which represent the No Wilderness alternative 

for each USA) would apply. These actions are shown on the maps ln thls chapter. 

UT-060-068A, Desolatlon Canyon 

The 83,070acre portlon of the Desolatlon Canyon USA wlthln the GRA 1s located 

northeast of Green R 1 ver, Utah along the eastern shore of the Green River. Present 

management of 11 vestock wou Id cant 1 nue, except along one perennl al stream where 

livestock use would be more lntenslvely managed to protect rlparlan vegetation. The 

areawlde monltorlng program would be used to determine future stocking rates within 

this area. ORV use would be llmlted to exlstlng roads and tralls wlthln l-5 mlles 
of the eastern bank of the Green River. The remainder of the area wou Id be des lg- 

nated open to ORV use. Al I public lands would be retalned by the Federal govern- 

ment. The lands wlthln thls area would be open to mlnlng claim location and devel- 

opment. New 011 and gas leaslng would not be allowed wlthln a 2-mile strlp along 

the eastern bank of the Green Rlver to protect scenic values. (The dlsposltion of 

011 and gas leaslng along the western bank 1s being considered In the Price River 

Resource Area Management Framework Plan.) The remalnder of the area wou Id be open 

to oil and gas leasing wlth special stlpulatlons. All of thls area would be managed 

under a llmlted f Ire suppresslon policy. 
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UT-060-068B, Floy Canyon 

The 72,605-acre F loy Canyon WSA 1s located In the Book Ci I ffs north of Crescent 

Junction, Utah. I nstream drop structures would be Installed In Fioy and Thompson 

canyons to Improve ater qua 1 I ty . Present I I vestock management wou I d cant lnue, ex- 

cept on the Horse Canyon Al lotmemt, where Ilvestock manlpulatlon techniques would be 

implemented; on the Flay Canyon AI lotment, wh 1ch wou Id have a change In season of 

use; and on a port ion of the Thompson Canyon allotment. where I lvestock grazing 

would be manipulated to protect saline solls. The areawlde monltorlng program would 

be used to determine future stocking rates wlthln this area. All of this area would 

be designated open to ORV use. All public land; would be retained by the Federal 

government. The lands wlthln this area would be open to mining claim locatlon and 

ml neral development. All of this area would be open to oil and gas IeasIng with 

specl al st Ipu lat Ions to protect watersheds, f loodp la1 ns, and solls highly subject to 

eros Ion, except for a smal I portion along the southern boundary northwest of Cres- 

cent Junction which would be open to leasfng with standard stipulations. A pre- 

scribed flre and seeding program would be Implemented In several locations In the 

center of the area, The remainder of the area would be managed under a IlmIted fire 

suppression policy. 

UT-060-1 OOB, F I ume Canyon 

The 50,800-acre Flume Canyon WSA is located In the Book Cliffs north of Clsco, Utah. 

It Is the closest of the Book Cliffs WSAs to the Colorado border. I nstream drop 

structures would be lnstal led In Diamond Canyon and West ater Creek to Improve water 
quality. Present management of I lvestock would con-t Inue, except 1n Pear Park, where 

al I forage would be reserved for w1 I dll fe; In the Diamond Al lotment, hlch would 

have a. change in season of use and a land treatment; and 1n the Sulfur 
Cisco Mesa al lotments, where livestock manlpulatlon technrques would be Implemented. 

Ide mon ltorl ng program would be used to determlne future stock1 ng rates 
Al I of thls area would be designated open to ORV use. All public 

lands would be retaIned by the Federal government. The lands wlthln this area would 

be open to mining claim locatlon and development. All of this area would be open to 

oil and gas leaslng with special stipulations to protect watersheds, floodplaIns, 

solls htghly subject to eroslon, and elk winter range, except for Its southern tip 

which would be open to leasrng wlth standard stlpulat!ons- Commercl al bear hunting 

camps would be al lowed In part of the northern port Ion of this area. A prescr lbed 

fire and seedlng program would be Implemented 1n one area just IthIn the northern 

boundary. The remainder of the area wou Id be managed under a llmlted fire 

suppress Ion po I icy. 

UT-060-IOOC, Spruce Canyon 

The 20,350-acre Spruce Canyon WSA Is located In the Book Cliffs to the west of the 

Flume Canyon WSA. lnstream drop structures would be Installed 1n Diamond Canyon to 

Improve water qua I1 ty . Present management of livestock would continue, except In 

the 01 amond Al I otment, which would have a change In season of use and a land treat- 

ment, and In the Clsco Mesa Allotment, where livestock manlpulatlon techniques would 

be Implemented. The areaw 1de mon 1 tori ng program would be used to determlne future 

stocking rates wlthln this area. Al I of this area would be designated open to ORV 

use. Al I pub Iic lands ould be retained by the Federal government. The lands wlth- 
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in this area would be open to mlnlny claim locatlon and development. Al I of thls 

area wodld be open to oil and gas leasing with special stipulations to protect 

watersheds, floodplains, solls highly subject to eroslon, and elk winter range. A 

prescribed fire and seedlng program would be implemented In one area just withln the 

southern boundary. The remainder of the area would be managed under a llmlted fire 

suppress Ion po I Icy. 

UT-060-IOOC, Coal Canyon _____ 

The 61,430-acre Coal Canyon WSA Is located in the Book Cliffs northeast of Thompson, 

Utah. I nstream drop structures wou Id be lnstal led ln Horse and Cottonwood canyons to 

lmprove water quality. GUI ly plugs, contour furrows, and retention dams would be 

constructed In the Sagers and Clsco watershed subbaslns to help reduce salinity 

within the Colorado River. Vegetation man lpu latlon projects and land and watershed 

treatments would be Implemented wlthln the critical watershed subbasin found wlthln 

this WSA to lmprove poor watershed condltlons. Present management of I lvestock 

would continue, except In the Clsco Mesa, Clsco Springs Wash, Nash Wash, and Barley 

Flat-Ronzlo al lotments, where livestock manlpulatlon techniques would be Imple- 

mented. Also on the Barley Flat-Ronzlo Allotment, llvestock grazing on saline soils 

would be man Tpu lated. The areawide monitoring program would be used to determine 
future stock I ng rates wlthln thls area. Al I of this area would be designated open 

to ORV use. Al I public lands would be retalned by the Federal government. The lands 

wlthln this area would be open to mlnlng claim location and mlneral development. 

All of this area would be open to 011 and gas leasrng with special stlpulatlons to 

protect watersheds, floodplains, soils highly subject to eroslon, and deer winter 

range, except for the southeast corner of the area, which would be open to leaslng 

wlth standard stipulations. A prescribed fire and seedlng program would be lmple- 

mentea in one port Ion of the northeast sect Ion of the area. The remainder of the 

area would be managed under a limited fire suppresslofi policy. 

UT-060-116/117, Black Ridge Canyons West 

The 5,100-acre portlon of the Black Ridge Canyons West WSA wlthln the GRA Is located 

along the west side of the Utah-Colorado border just south of the Colorado River. 

Llvestock wou I d continue to be managed by the Grand Junct Ion Ulstrlct. Al I of this 

area would be des ignated open to ORV use. Al I public lands would be retained by the 

Federal government. The lands wlthln this area would be open to minrng claim loca- 

tlon and mineral development. The central portion of this area would be open to oil 

and gas leasing with special stipulations to protect deer and elk winter range and 

the Colorado River corridor and to prevent excessive erosion on slopes greater than 

50 percent. Port Ions around the eastern boundary wou Id be open to leaslng w lth no 

surface occupancy. Commercial survlval school outings would continue to be allowed 

wlthln this area. All of this area would be managed under a limited fire suppres- 

sion pol Icy. 

UT-060-118, Westwater Canyon 

The 31,160-acre Westwater Canyon WSA Is located near the Utah-Colorado border. Pre- 

sent management of I ivestock would continue, except on the Agate Al lotment, where 

llvestock manlpulatlon techniques would be implemented, and on the Buckhorn Allot- 
ment, where the class of llvestock would be changed. The areawlde monitoring pro- 

gram would be used to determine future stocking rates within this area. The central 
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section of this area along the eastern bank of the Colorado River would be closed to 

ORV use. ORV use In the area adjacent to the north bank of the Colorado River would 

be llmlted to existing roads and trails. The remaining portton of the area would be 

designated open to ORV use. Al 1 pub1 Ic lands would be retained by the Federal gov- 

ernment. Major rights-of-way would be excluded from the central portIon of the area 

along both sides of the Colorado River. The lands wlthln this area would be open to 

m1nIng claim location pnd development. New 011 and gas leaslng would not be al lowed 

In the central and eastern portlons of this area, whl le portions of the areas along 

the northern, western, and southern boundaries would be open to IeasIng with no sur- 

face occupancy to protect water quality,.the Colorado River corridor, and wIldlIfe 

values and to prevent excessive erosIon on slopes greater than 50 percent. Certain 

areas adjacent to the western and southern boundaries ‘would be open to leaslng with 

standard stlpulatlons. Commercial survival school outings would be al lowed wlthln 

this area. The r lver retreat Ion management program would cant Inue along the portion 

of the Colorado River wlthln this area. A prescribed fire and seedIng program would 

be implemented In a portion of this area along Its western boundary. The rema 1 nder 

of the area Jould be managed under a lImIted fire suppresslon policy. 

The 7,620-acre Negro 61 I I Canyon WSA 1s located about 3 miles east of Moab, Utah. 

It includes Negro Bll I Canyon and a portIon of the surrounding sllckrock plateau. 

Present management of II vestock wou Id continue. LI vestock wou Id continue to be ex- 

cluded from the lower 3 miles of the canyon. The areawlde monltorlng program would 

be used to determIne future stocking rates ‘wlthln this area. Negro Bll I Canyon 

would be designated closed to ORV use. Al I public lands would be retaIned by the 

Federal government. The lands wIthIn this area would be open to mInIng claim 

locatlon and development. The canyon portlon of the area would be open to 011 and 

gas leas1 ng Ith no surface occupancy, and another area in the northwest corner 

would be open to leasing with special stlpulatlons to protect r lpar Ian vegetat Ion 

and to prevent excessive erosIon on slopes greater than 50 percent. The rema I nder 

of the area would be open to leasing with standard stIpulatIons. The canyon port Ion 

of the area would be managed as an ONA. Al I of th Is area wou I d be managed under a 

I Imited fire suppresslon pol icy= 

UT-060-139A, Mill Creek 

The 9,830-acre MI1 I Creek WSA Is located about 1 mile east of Moab, Utah. Present 

management of lIvestock would continue, except on the South Sand Flats Allotment, 

where the season of use would be changed. The areawlde monltorlng program would be 

used to determine future stocking rates wlthln thls area. ORV use wIth1n the Mll I 

Creek area would be lImIted to designated roads and trails. Al I publ Ic lands would 

be retained by the Federal government. The lands wlthln this area would be open to 

mlnlng claim location and development. MIII Creek Canyon would be open to 011 and 

gas leasing Ith no surface occupancy to protect watershed values. The remainder of 

the area would be open to IeasIng with standard stlpulatlons. All of this area would 

be managed under a IlmIted fire suppresslon policy. 
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UT-060-140A, Behind the Rocks 

The 12,635-acre Behlnd the Rocks WSA Is located less than a mlle from Moab, Utah on 

top of the red rock rim alollg the west sides of Moab and Spanish valleys. Present 

management of livestock would continue. The areawlde monltorlng program would be 

used to determlne future stocking rates wIthin this area. All of the area would be 

designated closed to ORV use. Al I public lands would be retained by the Federal 

government. The lands wlthin this area would be open to mlnlng claim location and 

development. No new oil and gas IeasIng would be al lowed in the central portion of 

the area. The area just within the boundary would be open to leasing with no sur- 

f ace occupa ncy . All of thfs area would be managed under a llmlted fire suppression 

pol Icy. 

SUPPORT REQUIREMENTS 

Approval of the RMP will mark the completion of one stage of the planning process. 
The RMP Is not a final Implementation declslon on actions that require further spe- 

cIf Ic plans, process steps, or decisions under specific rrovIslons of law and regu- 

I ations. More site-specific plans, such as AMPS, wl I I be completed by the resource 

act Iv? ty programs. Procedures and methods for accompllshiny the objectives of the 

RMP on the ground wll I be developed through these actlvlty plans. 

The fol lowlng addltlonal project layout, implementation, and monitoring support 

actions would be necessary to Implement the proposed plan: 

CRITICAL WATERSHEDS 

- water Inventory; 

- survey and design of Instream drop structures; 

- preliminary enylneeriny design and updated cost estimates and analysis 

for Stinking Spring, including Input from appropriate staff spec?alIsts; 

- layout and design of salIn?ty control structures; 

- Inventory of crItIcal eroslon areas, designated channels, and potential 

treatment areas; 

- low level aerial photography of subbasins and salinity project areas; 

- evaluation of aerial photos. 

L I VESTOCK REQU IREMENTS 

- coordination with ranchers on livestock manlpulatlon; 

- survey and design for range Improvements and land treatments; 

- monitor) ng studies. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT REQUIREMENTS 

- monltorlng studies. 

OFF-ROAD VEtl ICLE USE AND MANAGEMENT 

- additional signing program; 

- compliance monitortng in ORV desrgnatlon areas. 
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LANDS ACT I ONS 

- Cadastrdl survey; 

- land appraisal; 

- mineral evaluation; 

- mining claim val Idation; 

UTILITY CORRIDORS 

- large-scale map show?ng existing rights-of-way. 

RECREAT I ON 

- lnstal lation of rest rooms. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

- monitoring studies. 

The support actions listed above are foreseeable at this time. The need for addi- 

t Ional support act ions, such as engineering and other studies or speclflc project 

p tans, may be identified as a result of further planning. All such actions would be 

designed to achieve the objectives of the RMP. Add1 t Ional environmental analyses 

will be conducted where appropriate to supplement the analysis In this final EIS. 

MONITORING THE GRAND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The general lmplementatlon schedule for the Grand RMP 1s shown below. The lmple- 

mentatlon of the Grand RMP w I I I be monitored during the I I fe of the plan to ensure 

that management actlons are meeting their Intended purposese Informal monltorlng of 
the plan wll I take place frequently as management actions are Implemented. Manage- 

ment actions arising from plan decisions will be compared with the objectives to 

ensure consistency with the Intent of the plan. Formal monltorlng reviews wll I take 

place at Intervals not to exceed 5 years. These reviews wll I (1 1 assess the pro- 

gress of plan Implementation and determine If management actions are resulting In 

sat 1 sfactory progress toward ach I evi ng object Ives, (2) evaluate the plan to see if 

It 1s stll I consistent with the plans and pollcles of State or local government, 

other Federal agencies, and Indian tribes, and (3) ascertain whether new data are 

available that would require alteration of the plan. 

As part of the monitoring review, the government entitles mentioned above wll I be 

requested to evaluate the p Ian and advlse the District Manager of its consistency 

with their officially approved resource management related plans and policies. 

Authorized advl sory groups will also be consulted durlny the review In order to 

secure their Input. 

Upon camp let Ion of a periodic monltorlng review or ln the event that modlfylng the 

p Ian becomes necessary, the Moab District Manager will determine what, If any, 

changes are necessary to ensure that the management actions of the plan are cons is- 

tent with its objectives. If the District Manager finds that a plan amendment is 

necessary, an environmental analysrs of the proposed change wll I be conducted and a 
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recommendation on the amendment w! l l be made to the State Director. If the amend- 

ment 1s approved, It may be Implemented 30 days after notlce In the Federal Regls- 

ter. 

Potential changes In the plan may take the form of matntenance actlons or plan a- 

mendments. Maintenance actIons respond to minor data changes. Such maintenance Is 

lImIted to further reflntng or documenting a previously approved declslon Incorpor- 

ated In the plan. Maintenance actions do not require the formal public Involvement 

and Interagency coordination process undertaken for plan amendments. A plan amend- 

ment may be InItIated because of the need to consider monltorlng f1ndlngs, new data, 

new or revised policy, a change In circumstances, or a proposed action that may re- 

sult In a change In the scope of resource uses or a change In the terms, condlttons 

and declslons of the approved plan. 

GENERAL I MPLEMENTAT I ON SCHEDULE 

The fol lowlng schedule shows estimated completion dates for proposed management 

act Ions. Imp lementat Ion of management act Ions 1s subject to avaIlable fundIng. 

Critlcal Watersheds 

1986 I nstal I I nstream drop structures 

1986 Divert Stlnklng Spring 

1993 Implement sallnlty control treatments 

1993 Manlpulate vegetation and Initiate land and watershed treatments 

LIvestock Requirements 

1984 Authorize al I grazing use at present levels (71,678 AUMs) 

and Implement monItorIng studies to determIne whether stocking 

rates shou Id be adjusted 

1985 Change season of use on 4 allotments 

1985 Change class of lIvestock on 1 al lotment 

1985 Manage 3 miles of streams by fencing and rotation of grarlng use 

1986 Manlpulate grazing on 27,000 acres 

1992 Implement lIvestock manlpulatton techniques on 24 allotments 
1992 Implement land treatments on 13 allotments 

WIldlIfe Habltat Requirements 

1985 Reserve forage and space for deer and elk winter range In Pear Park, 

Spr 1 ng Creek, and Castle Valley 

Off-Road Vehicle Use and Management 

1985 Designate 1,183,660 acres as open to ORV use 

1985 DesIgnate 596,234 acres as llmlted to exlstlng roads and trails 

1985 Des lgnate 24,454 acres closed to ORV use 
1985 DesIgnate 15,206 acres as llmlted to designated roads and trails 
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Lands Act Ions 

1985 Acqul re an access easement at Cl sco boat launch 

1989 Conslder 11,629 acres for disposal 

1989 Study 6,594 acres to determlne whether they should be retained or 

dlsposed of for other purposes 

Utility Corridors 

1984 Designate 140 miles of de facto corridors as offlclal corridors 

1984 Avoid future utility corridor developmen* on 48,245 acres 

Minerals 

1984 Al low potash leasing on approximately 150,000 acres upon appllcatlon 

1984 Apply the revised oil and gas IeasIng category system 

1984 Al low sales of humates on 1,500 acres 

Recreation 

1985 Designate 1,375 acres In Negro BiI I Canyon as an ONA 

1988 Construct rest rooms at seven locatlons 

1985 Implement a Iimlted f Ire suppresslon pol icy on the entire GRA 

IS91 lnltlate prescribed fire and seeding on approximately 14,149 acres 

ONGOING MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND ACTIONS THAT WOULD REMAIN IN EFFECT AFTER 

APPROVAL OF THE RMP 

The Grand RMP focuses on ten slgnlf lcant resource management Issues. Other ongol ng 

BLM management programs and actions not discussed in the proposed plan would con- 

tlnue. Thls sectIon brlefly descrtbes these programs and management actions to ell- 

mlnate confusion regarding their status relevant to the RMP. 

GRAZING ADMINISTRATION 

Livestock grazlng admlnlstratlve functions not discussed In the proposed plan wll I 

contl nue- These include lssu1 ng grazl ng I Icenses, process1 ng al lotment transfers, 

establlshrng and reading range monltorlng studies, conducting field examlnatlons, 

supervlsl ng al lotments, process1 ng trespass actions, making pub I lc contacts, and 

completing benefit-cost analysis studies for range projects. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

Quality wildlife habltat will continue to be malntained and improved through exist- 

ing and planned habitat management plans (HMPs). RlparTan and wetland habltat and 

habitat for threatened and endangered species WI I I continue to be ldentifled and 

protected. Wildlife habltat studies and monitoring 1 I I continue as fund1 ng al lows. 
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MINING LAW ADMINISTRATION 

Areas not speclflcal ly withdrawn from mineral entry wll I continue to be managed un- 

der the 43 CFR 3809 regulations and the mining laws to help meet demand for minerals 

while prevent!ng unnecessary or undue degradation of other resource values. Actlvl- 
ties In areas under wilderness review will continue to be managed under the 43 CFR 

3802 regulations to protect their wilderness character until the Issue Is resolved. 

REALTY 

Applications for minor rights-of-way and for use of the public lands through land 

use permits, temporary use permits, leases, and cooperat 1 ve agreements w I I I cant 1 nue 

to be considered individual ly. Proposals under Project BOLD and the State indemnity 

program will also’ be considered as they are submitted. Recommendat Ions made and 

act ions approved WI I I be consistent with the object lves of the RMP. 

The withdrawal review program wll I continue to review exlstlng withdrawals from the 

land laws to ensure that such withdrawals are stll I needed and consistent with pre- 

sent management. 

FOREST MANAGEMENT 

Permits for harvest of woodland products for noncommercial use wll I continue to be 

sold to the public consistent with the availability of woodland products and the 

protect ion of sensIt!ve resource values. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Cultural resource clearances wll I be completed on al I projects requiring BLM approv- 

al or Initiated by the BLM that Include surface disturbance. Areas or sites ellgl- 

ble for nomlnatlon to the National Register of Hlstorlc Places wll I be considered 

for nomlnat Ion. 

WATER MANAGEMENT 

The Inventory of water resources on the publ Ic lands wil I con-tlnue. Water sources 

located on public land necessary to meet BLM program object Ives w! I I be developed 

and f I led on according to appl Icable State and Federal laws and regulations. Water 

quality of perennial streams wll I continue to be monitored, and clImatologIcal data 

w II I contl nue to be gathered. 

ENDANGERElI SPECIES 

The protectlon of habltat for endangered or threatened plant and animal species wil I 

be considered pr Ior to taking actions that cou Id alter or disturb such habitat. 

TRANSPORTATION MAINTENANCE 

The BLM road maintenance program w!l I continue. 
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WILDERNESS 

Areas under w!lderness review will continue to be managed followlng the guidance of 

BLM's Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Rev!ew= This policy will 

be In effect until areas are released from lnterlm management. Areas designated 

wilderness will be managed under the guidelines of BLM's Wilderness Management 

Policy. 

CONTRACTS 

Exlstlng approved contracts will not be affected by th? RMP. 

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY 

Table I-! compares the proposed plan with the preferred alternative of the Draft 

RMP/E I S. The proposed plan Is descr!bed to the extent that It differs from the 

preferred The comparattve analysis for the other alternatives was 

presented !n the draft documento 
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TABLE l-l 

Comparative Summary of Management Actlons and impacts 

of the Draft Preferred Alternative and the Proposed Plan 

ALTERNATIVE C, LIMITED PROTECTION PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Sol Is. I nstal latlon of lnstream drop struc- 

tures would t-educe soil er-oslon In channels 

and provide potential for stabilization of 
channel banks and t-eestab Ilshment of vegeta- 

t Ion. Short-term Increases in et-as ion would 

result fran vegetatlon manlpulatlon. In- 

creased g-ound cover would reduce eras Ion 

rates fran existing conditions. Add1 tional 

mltlgatlon of 011 and gas adlvlly would 

mlnlmize soil losses as a result of surface 

dlsturblng adlvltles. Restr lctlon of ORV 

use and Ilvestock grazing on solls derlved 

from Mancos Shale and on designated municipal 

watersheds would improve water 1nf Iltratlon, 

mlnlmize soil canpactlon, and result In a 

decrease In soil loss and an Increase In 

productlvlty. 

Water @al ity. lnstal l&ion of 1 nstream drop 

structures wou Id 1 ncrease water storage up- 

stream from the water structues and Improve 

the overal I water quallty of targeted draln- 

ages. Exlstlng water quality would be im- 

proved through reduction of 8,100 tons of 

salt and sedimentation to the Colorado River 

annual ly. Water yield would be reduced be- 

cause of the control of 670 acre-feet of sa- 

I lne runoff and sal lne springs through sa- 

llnlty control projects on a total of 41,000 

acres. Changlng the season of use on al lot- 

ments that have a majority of soils derlved 

fran Mancos Shale and restr lctlng Ilvestock 

on 27,000 acres of highly saline soils would 

reduce salt by 5,808 tons, sediment by 187,640 

tons, and runoff by 2,305 acre-feet. Controi 

of CRV use and 01 I and gas development cou Id 

result In an addltlonal reduction of 500 tons 

In the amount of salt introduced into the 

Colorado rlver, as wel I as pi-otectlon of mun I- 

c ipa l watersheds, such as Ml1 I Creek. 

Sol Is. Actions and impacts would be the 

same as under the preferred aiternatlve, 

except that Improvements ln water I nf 1 Itra- 
tlon, lessening of soil compaction, de- 

creases 1n soll loss, and increases In pro- 

ductivity would result from restt-lction of 

ORV use and man lpulatlon of I lvestock graz- 

ing. 

Water QuaI lty. Adlons and impacts would 

be the same as under the preferred alterna- 

tlve, except that season of use would not 

be changed on al lotments that have a major- 

lty of solls derived fran Mancos Shale. 

Manlpulatlon of livestock grazlng on 27,000 

acres of highly saline solls would reduce 

salt by 1,018 tons, sediment by 27,945 tons 

and runoff by 66 acre-feet. 

Air Quality. Some slgnlflcant short-term lm- Alr Quality. Actions and Impacts would be 

pacts on air quality could occur under a limited the same as under the preferred alternative 

fire suppression policy or during prescribed 

f It-es. 
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TABLE l-l (Continued) 

ALTERNATIVE C, LIMiTED PROTECTION PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Vegetation. Ri par i an vegetation wou I d i ncrease 
around i nstream structures. There would be a 

slight increase in vegetation around sal iniiy 

control treatments. Seventy acres (2 AUMs) of 

vegetation would be lost through the conslruc- 

tion of an evaporation pond. Vegetation would 

increase over the long term wherever watershed 

treatments are initiated. Present I ivestock 

management at the level of the past 5 years’ 

licensed use would maintain ecological condl- 

t ions in most instances. Overal I vigor would 

be maintained or may improve on allotments 

presently under AMPS (403,655 acres). Vege- 

tation composition would be changed from 

pinyon-jun iper and sagebrush to grass species 

through maintenance of land treatments (52,000 

acres) . Perennial forage plants would be pro- 

tected during crltical growth periods through 

change in season of use for livestock grazing 

(350,715 acres). A change in the class of I ive- 

stock wou I d increase vigor and product ion of 

browse species (69,042 acres). Resting 3 miles 

of perennial streams from grazing would improve 
the condition of desirable vegetation. Ecol ogi- 

cal condi tlon would improve through restrict ion 

of grazing on saline soils (27,000 acres). Main- 
tenance of existing waters wou I d prevent improve- 

ment of vegetation around the waters. some pro- 

tect ion would be afforded to vegetation through 

restriction of CRV use. There would be an es- 

t imated 5 percent increase in vegetation, and a 

sensitive plant would be protected through 

closing certain areas to ORV use. Vegetation 

would be maintained on 32,000 acres presently 

open to mining claims; 300 to 400 acres would 

be altered yearly through oil and gas activity. 

The 250 acres under contract for humate develop- 

ment would be subject to disturbance. The pt-e- 

sent loss of vegetation through activities 

under retreat ion use permits would continue. 

There would be a long-term loss of pi nyon-jun iper 

and sagebrush vegetation of undetermined amount 

under a limited fire suppression policy. Sage- 

brush and pinyon-juniper ccmmunities would be 

changed to grass and browse on 68,105 acres 

through land treatments and on 14,149 acres 

through prescribed fires. Vegetation on 1 1,629 

acres would be lost to BLM management through 

Vegetation. Act ions and impacts would be 

the same as under the preferred alternative 

except that 54,380 acres of perennial for- 

age plants would be protected during cri- 

tical growth periods through a change in 

season of use; 1,750 acres would be subject 

to disturbance fran humate development; 

ecological condition would be maintained or 

improved on 793,031 acres through I ivestock 

man ipu lat ion techn iques; and vegetation 

could be disturbed on the 32,000 acres that 

would have been withdrawn ft-cm mineral en- 

try under the preferred alternative. 
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TABLE l-l (Continued) 

ALTERNATIVE c, LIMITED PROTECTION PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

I ands di sposal . There would be a sl lght de- 

crease in vegetation over the entire acreage 
open to sales of canm3n minerals and a total 

loss of vegetation at each individual site. 

Ecological condition would be maintained or im- 

proved on 488,636 acres through I ivestock 

manipulation tecniques. 

Livestock. Initial livestock AUMs would be Livestock. Actions and impacts would be 

I imlted to 66 percent of active preference. the same as under the preferred alternative 

Monitoring studies would determine al lowable 

use. Livestock would be slightly disturbed by 

other ongoing resource uses (Cf?V, recreation 

use, oil and gas and other mineral activities). 

Construct ion of an evaporation pond would t-e- 

sult in a I oss of 2 AUMs. Land treatments 

would provide an additional 4,734 AUMs. A 

total of 1,497 sheep AUMs would be converted 

to cattle AUMs. IJse wou I d be reduced by 588 

AUMs on highly saline soils. About 153 AUMs 

would be lost through lands disposal. An in- 

crease of 1,309 AUMs through pt-escr fbed fire 

i s expected. 

antelope, deer, and elk would continue to 

WI Idl ife. 

ccmpete WI th I ivestock for forage and space 

Cant i nued present I 1 vestock manage- 

on 8 al lotments. Aquatic and rlparian habi- 

ment would result in a loss of habitat pro- 

tat wou I d continue to decrease on one al lot- 

ment. 

ductlvily on 9 al lotments. Bighorn sheep, 

The implementation of I ivestock man I- 

pulation techniques would Improve water, cover 

and reduce spatial canpetition for wildllfe 

ungulates on 15 al lotments. Land treatments 

would provide an additional 4,155 AUMs of 

wl nter/spring forage for deer, elk, and ante- 

lope. Changing the season of use would re- 

duce canpetition for bighorn on three al lot- 

merits, antelope on four al lotments, and elk 

on four al lotments. A change in season of 

use would help to improve aquatic/riparIan 

habitat toward a climax vegetation ecological 

condition on one al I otment. Changl ng the 

class of I ivestock would reduce deer and elk 

competition for winter/spring forage on one 

a I lotment. Management of three perennial 

man Ipu lat ion techn iques would improve water 

and cover and reduce spatial canpetition of 

Wi Idl Ife. 

wildlife ungulates on 20 al lotments; land 

treatments would provide an additional 

Act ions and impacts would be the 

3,780 AUMs of WI nter/spr i ng forage for deer 

elk, and antelope; 

sarm as under the preferred alternative, 

changes in season of use 

would reduce canpetition of bighorn sheep 

except that the implementation of I lvestock 

on one al lotment and would improve rlparian 

and aquatic habitat toward a climax ecolo- 

gical condition on two al lotments. 
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TABLE 1-l (Continued) 

ALTERNATIVE C, LIMITED PROTECTION PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

streams would improve riparian and aquatic 

habitat. Restriction of I ivestock grazing 

from 27,000 acres of saline soils would in- 

crease forage, water, and cover for nongame 

species. Reserving al I forage on Pear Park, 

Spr i ng Creek, and Castle Val ley areas for 

deer and elk would increase winter/spring for- 

age for deer and elk. Dlstwbance of wildlife 

and their habitat would be reduced by limita- 

tion of ORVs to existing roads and trails. 

The exclusion of rights-of-way within 130,164 

acres would protect 48,245 acres of critical 

bighorn sheep habitat (Including Mineral Bot- 

tom, Potash, and Westwater areas). Potash 

development could result in a loss of 50 per- 

cent 03,567 acres) of bIghorn sheep habitat 

located within existing or potential lease 

areas. One hundred percent (200,769 acres) 

of the deer and elk winter range and calving 

and fawning areas located within Herd Unit 

28-B would be protected from oi I and gas ex- 

ploration by Category 2 special stipulations. 

Nineteen percent (18,391 acres) of the ante- 

lope kidding areas in the Clsco desert, 9 

percent (7,040 acres) of Hatch Point would 

be protected frcm oi I and gas exploration 

by Category 2 stipulations. Thirty-four per- 

cent (16,873 acres) of bighorn habitat with- 

in Potash, Mineral Bottom, and Westwater 

would be protected by Categories 3 and 4. 

Of the remaining areas, 66 percent is de- 

signated as Category 1 and bighorn could be 

lost through stress and displacement. 

Gol den eagle nest sites in the Cisco Desert 

wou I d be protected on 2,880 acres by Cate- 

gory 2 designat ion and on 960 acres des ig- 

nated as Category 3. Prescribed fires would 

increase wildlife forage by 731 AUMs. 

Mineral Resources. Initiate an of I and gas 

category system which assigns 1,156,560 acres 

to Category 1; 563,808 acres to Category 2; 

70,274 acres to Category 3; and 28,912 acres 

to Category 4. As a result of this system, 

about 145 oil and gas wel Is would be drilled 

annual ly in the resource area. About 49,500 

barrels of oil and 9,560,OOO to 9,960,OOO MCF 

Mineral Resources. Actions and Impacts 

would be the same as under the preferred 

alternat Ive, except that humate product ion 

is estimated at 150,000 tons per year after 

projects begin, depending on market condi- 

tions and interest in development. 
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TABLE l-l (Cant i nued 1 

ALTERNATIVE C, LIMITED PROTECTION .~__ ._I -- 

of natural gas would be removed fron public 

lands annual ly in the resource area. Maintain 

the policy of sel ling sand, gravel, and humate 

materials under contract to private interests 

and granting them free to local government, 

fran lands free of mining claims, on a case- 

by-case basis. Gravel removal has run as high 

as 2.5 mil lion tons per year. Humate produc- 

tion is estimated at 50,000 tons per year after 

the project begins. Maintain three existing 

potash leases. Continue the policy of leasing 

addit ion al potash throughout areas of known 

reserves. Maintain the rights of mining claim- 

ants under the Act of 1872. Gol d product ion 

from claims could run as high as 600 ounces per 

year, depend1 ng on market conditions. Al so 

under this act ion, uranium produced could run as 

high as 1 ,OOO,OOO pounds of yel lowcake per year 

depending on market considerations. 

Mineral Rights. The entire GRA would be open to 

mining claims with the following exceptions: 

1,850 acres under existing withdrawal orders 

for protection of campgrounds and seen ic sites; 

32,000 acres under new withdrawal orders for 

protection of scenic lands along the Colorado 

River. Under the new withdrawal, existing 

mining claims would still be recognized but 

I ands where claims are abandoned cou I d not be 

restaked. There is no means of estimating any 

rate of abandonment under this alternative. A 

vew uranium claims and at least 200 of 500 

placer claims in the GRA would fal I in the with- 

drawal area. 

Transportation. Under this alternative access 

roads and trai Is being estab I i shed each year 

as a result of ORV use would &crease as 
596,234 acres would be limited to existing 

roads and trails. An additional 24,454 acres 

would be closed to ORVs, resulting in degener- 

ation of roads and trails in these areas. Th I s 

cou I d reduce access to port ions of the area. The 

impact on transportat ion from development of 

mining claims would be insignificant. Adopt ion 

of the proposed o i I and gas categories would re- 

sult in a slight decrease in the number of new 

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT-PLAN 

Mineral Rights. The entire GRA would be 

open to mining claims except for 1,850 

acres under exi sting w i thdrawa I orders for 

protection of campgrounds and scenic sites. 

Transportation. Actions and impacts would 

be the same as under the preferred alterna- 

tive, except that ful I development of lo- 

catable,minerals would result in 10 to 15 

mi les of new roads per year. 
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TABLE l-l (Continued) 

ALTERNATIVE C, LIMITED PROTECTION PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

roads being constructed for access. New 

road construction may fat I below the current 

75 to 100 miles per year. 

Cultural Resources. No sign if icant impacts 

could occur to cultural resources because any 

significant action must be accanpanied by an 

archaeological clearance. 

Visual Resources. The chaining of pinyon- 

juniper In land treatment actions would have 

a short-term effect on the visual quality. The 

regrowth of veg ation would restore the origi- 
nal visual characteristics. Oil, gas, and pot- 

ash activities could temporarily change the 

visual quality; however, mitigating measures 

In the lease stipulations and in the surface 

mining regulations would restore visual char- 

acteristics over the long term. 

Special Designation Areas. The designation 

of 89,455 acres as suitab le for wll derness 

coul d protect the w i I derness val ues of those 

areas. ORV use restrictions on 635,894 acres 

would result in the protect!on of scenic values 

in these areas. Excludl ng rights-of-way from 

130,164 acres adds additional protection of 

wil derness val ues on 89,455 acres of lands t-e=- 

canmended as suitable for wi I derness. The 

application of oil and gas leasing categories 

proposed would provide protect ion under Cate- 

gories 2, 3, and 4 for 22 areas identified as 

possessing exceptional scenic qual itles. In- 

cluded are 89,455 acres in WSAs recanmended for 

preliminary wilderness suitability and 65 miles 

of Wild and Seen ic River study corr Idot-s. 

Recreation. Acquisition of an easement would 

ensure continued access to the Clsco launch 

area for Colorado River recreationists. De- 

signating 7 miles of duplicate roads as closed 

would decrease DRV use by less than 1 percent. 

Control of the oil and gas activities al lowed 

under the leasi ng category system appl lcat ion 

as proposed for this alternative would provide 

protection for the scenic values in the 22 areas 
identified in Table 2-9 of the draft. Mainten- 

Cultural Resources. Act ions and impacts 

would be the same as under the preferred 

alternative, 

Visual Resources. Actions and impacts 

would. be the same as under the preferred 

alternative. 

Special Designation Areas. No wilderness 

suitabf Ii ty reccmmendat ions are contained 

In the proposed plan (refer to the wilder- 

ness sect ion ear I ier in th is chapter for 

further information). CRV use resti- ict ions 

on 635,894 acres would result in protection 

of seen ic val ues in these arease Excluding 

rights-of-way from 48,245 acres in resource 

conf I ict areas would protect critical big- 

horn sheep habitat. The application of oil 

and gas leasing categories proposed would 

provide protection under Categories 2, 3, 

and 4 for 22 areas identified as possessing 

exceptional scenic qualities. Included are 

65 miles of Wlld and Scenic River study 

cot-t- idors. 

Recreation. Actions and impacts would be 

the same as under the preferred alternative 
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TABLE l-l (Continued) 

ALTERNATIVE C, LIMITED PROTECTION PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

ante of existing recreational facil itles, 

hiking trails, motorcycle trails, and de- 

vel cped scenic roads wou I d protect the 

dol lar investments in them and ensure that 

recreational opportun it ies associated with 

the values protected are not diminished. 

Economic Conditions. Watershed act ions that 

could have quantifiable effects on water yield 

and salt loading would decrease the annual cost 

borne by water users in the lower Colorado 

River basin by $535,000 to $170,000 and result 

In a $55,000 loss of value fran decreased water 

yield. Two of the 45 livestock operators would 

have less ava II ab le forage; 24 of the 45 would 

have more available forage; and 12 of the 45 

would receive major exclusions during the spring. 

Agg-egate returns above cash costs would 1 n- 
crease by $33,573 (+l percent) wh Ich should also 

increase ranch values. However, the redud ions 

fran act Ive preference could reduce ranch values 

by as much as 5 percent. Greater wlldlife pcpu- 

I ations would increase hunter success rates and 

result in g-eater hunter pressure, local expen- 

ditures, and wou I d i ncrease local personal in- 

cane and employment by as much as $185,000 and 

seven jobs, respectively. Land sales near 

Castle Val ley, Moab, and Spanish Val ley would 

have a depressing ef feet on nearby private 

land market prices. Decreased 01 I and gas 

drilling and production would eventually result 

In two to five fewer local jobs (-0.1 percent) 

and less local government revenues fran reduced 

royalty payments to the State. Future gold 

product ion and associated employment and i ncune 

would also be impacted. Pr imi t Ive nonrnotor I zed 

recreation use and related local expenditures 

could be higher than would otherwise be the case. 

Existing ccmrnerclal use of recreation areas 

would be preserved and the potential for conmer- 

cial use of other areas would Increase. 

Economic Conditions. Actions and impacts 

would be the same as under the preferred 

alternative, except that the annual cost 

borne by water users in the lower Colorado 

River basin would be decreased by $495,000 

to $370,000; there would be a $54,000 loss 

of value fran decreased water yiel d; none 

of the 45 I ivestock operators would have 

less available forage in the long term; 24 

of the 45 would have more available forage; 

3 of the 45 would receive major exclusions 

dur i ng the spr i ng ; aggregate returns above 

cash costs would increase by $129,800 (+5 

percent) ; reductions fran active prefer- 

ence could reduce ranch values by as much 

as 6 percent; and future gold production 

and associated employment and income would 

would not be impacted. 
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TABLE l-1 (Cone I uded) 

ALTERNATIVE C, LIMITED PROTECTION PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Social Conditions. None of the management ac- Social Conditions. Act ions and impacts 

t ions would impact the local groups or canmuni- would be the same as under the preferred 

ties to such a degree as to affect their existing alternative, except that most residents 

social environment. However, this alternative would view the proposed plan as having less 

woul d probab I y be perceived by most res idents of a local impact than the preferred alter- 

as having a significant negative impact upon native. 

the local conmunity. 

NOTE: Refer to Table S-3 (page S-15 of this docurrent) for a ccmpari son of the subalternat Ives 

with the alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMP/ElS. 
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CHAPTER 2 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

Impacts of the management actions that make up the proposed resource management plan 

(RMP) are analyzed on the basis of 15 land uses and environmental components, cal led 

i ndlcators. These are soils and water quality, air quality, vegetation, livestock 

grazing, wildlife, mineral resources, mineral rights, transportation, cultural re- 

sources, visual resources, special des ignatlon areas, retreat ion, economic condl- 

t ions, and socl al cond i t ions. Most of the references cited In this final document 

were listed in the draft. Any new I iterature citations are I isted in Chapter 3, 

Additions and Corrections to the Draft. 

CRITICAL WATERSHEDS 

I NSTALLATION OF I NSTREAM DROP STRUCTURES IN El GHT STREAMS 

* lnstal lation of instream drop structures would reduce soil 

erosion in channels and provide potential for stabilization of channel banks and re- 

estab I I shment of vegetatlon. Water storage above the structures would be increased, 

but cannot be quantlf’i ed because the amount of water stored would depend on the 

sizes and locations of the structures. The target impacts are to (1) maintain or 

improve channel conditions, (2) reduce sediment yield, flood peaks, and suscepti- 

bility to flash floods, and thereby (3) improve the overal I water qual I ty of 

drainages in the Cottonwood, Diamond, Thompson Canyon, Crescent Canyon, Floy Creek, 

F I oy Canyon, Middle Canyon, Ma in Canyon, Corral Wash, Cl sco Mesa, and Barley 

F lat-Ronzio al I otments. 

Vegetation. Riparian vegetation along the stream banks within 10 to 20 yards up- 

stream from the structures would increase. An addl tional impact, wh ich would occur 

I f the structures br I ng about the raisl ng of the atei- tab 1% would be a change in 
vegetatlon from sagebrush to a more varied composition of perennial grasses (e.g., 

need legrass, bluegrass, mountain brome) throughout the affected stream floodplain. 

Livestock Grazing. There would be a substantial but unquantifiable increase In 

available forage if the water table is raised sufficiently to change the vegetation 

beyond the immediate vicinity of the structures. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF SAL IN I TY CONTROL TREATMENTS ON 4 1,000 ACRES 

Soils and Water Quality. Implementation of the suggested salinity control treat- 

ments would reduce active soil erosion (ELM, 1977c). Areas of gul ly and ri I I ero- 

sion would be stabilized, and the upward extension of gui ly systems reduced (Jackson 

and Julander, 1982). This would result in collection of approximately 335 acre-feet 

of runoff from 41,000 acres of highly saline soils, trappl ng an anticipated 141,040 

tons of sediment and reducing salinity contribution to the Colorado River system by 

approximately 5,140 tons per year- Appendix E of the draft shows the acreage of 

proposed treatment of highly sal I ne sol Is by al lotment, an estimate for runoff 
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coming from these soils, and the anticipated tons of sediment trapped by these 

structures, using an average of 3.44 tons per acre (Jackson and Julander, 1982). 

Vegetation. Because of the nature of the associated soi Is, impacts to vegetation 

would be confined to within 2 or 3 feet of the structures themselves. There wou I d 

be a slight increase in vegetation in this immediate area. A recent (September, 

1982) field observation of exl sflng structures in the same area showed an increase 

in rubber rabbi thrush and snakeweed, with hardly any difference In grass species. 

Near those structures where crested wheatgrass seed had been broadcast, there was a 

definite increase in the number of plants that survived, as a result of the water 
held by the structures. 

Wi Idl Ife. Forage, cover, and water for wildlife ungulates and nongame wildlife spe- 

cies would increase, al lowing populations of nongame birds and mammals to increase 

(Carothers, 1977). Deer populations would remain stable. 

DIVERSION AND EVAPORATION OF WATER FROM STINKING SPRING 

Soils and Water Qual Ity. Divers ion and evaporation ‘of water from Stinking Spring 

would require construction of an evaporation pond. The evaporation pond would re- 

duce water ylel d by 128 acre-feet and the salt load to the Colorado River by 3,100 

tons per year (BLM, 1980a). 

Vegetation. Construct ion of the evaporation pond would remove about 70 acres from 

vegetative product ion. 

Livestock Grazing. Two animal unit months (AUMs) of livestock forage would be lost 

on this low production site. 

VEGETATION MAN IPULATION AND LAND AND WATERSHED TREATMENTS ON THREE CRI T ICAL 

WATERSHED SUBBASI NS 

Soils and Water Quality. Specific vegetation manipulation practices and land and 

watershed treatments have not been described, nor have their locations been identi- 

f Ted; therefore, definite impacts cannot be anticipated at this time. However, a 

short-term impact to soils and vegetation would occur through any initial surface 

dl sturbance. A long-term increase In vegetation and resultant decrease in erosion, 

sedimentat ion, and sallnlty could be expected to occur from any watershed treat- 

ments. 

Vegetation. Vegetation would increase over the long term wherever these practices 

are initiated. 

Livestock Grazing. Depend1 ng on the type and method of watershed and vegetation 

treatment, I ivestock forage wou I d increase to some degree. No quantification can be 

made at this time. 

WI Idl ife. Implementing vegetation manipulation and land treatments on three criti- 

cal watershed subbasins (313,800 acres) would increase forage, water, and cover for 

nongame birds and smal I mammals. Nongame bird and small mammal populations would 

1 ncrease, and wildlife ungulate populatlons would remain stable (Carothers, 1977). 
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LIVESTOCK REQUIREMENTS 

CONTINUATION OF PRESENT LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT ON 833,545 ACRES 

Soils and Water Quality. Cont i nuat ion of present I i vestock management pr act ices on 

37 allotments would impact soil through surface disturbance, soil compaction and 

water infiltration, and changes In ground cover. Since these factors influence the 

erosion rate and sediment yield, erosion rates and trends would contl nue at present 

levels. Decreases in soi I erosion general ly fol low increases in production of vege- 

tation and improvement in ecological condition, although so i I changes lag behind 

plant changes (USDA, 1976). Maintaining the present medium to high ecological con- 

dition wouid allow soil loss values to remain at or below the T value. Areas of 

high geologic erosion are generally in critical erosion condition. These so i I s 

occur on slopes greater than 50 percent and are in medium or high ecological condi- 

t ion. 

Vegetation. Continuation of current livestock management on 37 al lotments (Appendix 

A) would affect ecological condition (Appendix I of the draft). Much of the area 

that is not grazed during critical growing periods is in high or climax condition. 

These sites would continue in high or climax condition. On other sites, since pre- 

sent ecological condition results partly from past livestock use, present management 

at the level of the past 5 years’ average use would maintain ecological condition in 

most instances. Some sites that receive substantial livestock use would decline in 

ecological condition as desirable forage plants are replaced by undesirables that 
are not components of the site in upper seral stages. See Appendix I of the draft 

for present ecological condition of each allotment, and Appendix A of this proposed 

RMP and final EIS for a listing of the specific al lotments that would continue 

under present management. 

Livestock Grazing. Maintaining the present ecological condition would maintain the 
present forage yiel d and enable livestock grazing to continue at current levels 

(71,678 AUMs). 

WI Idl ife. Cont i nuat ion of present I ivestock management on 37 al lotments would not 

affect wildlife ungulates on 29 al lotments; however, on the remaining eight 

al I otments, some habitat concerns exist. 

On the Blue Hill Allotment, the deer population is stable to increasing, and the elk 

population is increasing. This al lotment has been identified as an area where there 

is potential for competition with livestock. Since reproductive success and fawn or 

calf survival depend largely on the condition of the female animal when she leaves 

the winter/spring range, forage quality and quantity must be sufficient to support 

these herds through the winter and spring (Wal lmo,*1981; Kerr, 1979). See Appendix 

I of the draft for seasons of use. Threshold levels for livestock and elk competl- 

tion problems are unknown. 

Bighorn populations are increasing, and they would continue to do so unti I thres- 

hold levels are reached. There is a potent i al for desert and Rocky Mountain bighorn 

sheep to compete with cattle for forage and space on five al lotments: ArthIs Past- 

ure, Big Flat-Ten Mile, Kane Springs, Little Hole, and Rattlesnake. (Refer to 

Appendix I of the draft for seasons of use and species overlaps). 

Specific ev i dence, documented by several researchers, indicates that I ivestock 
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compete directly with bighorn sheep for food, space, and water (BLM, 1981c). Domes- 

tic sheep could also transmit parasites and disease to bighorn on three of these al- 

lotments (Big Flat-Ten Mile, Little Hole, and Rattlesnake). Thresh0 Id levels for 

livestock and bighorn sheep competition and parasite and disease transmission are 

unknown. 

Under current 1 i vestqck management, antelope populations would remain stable or 

slightly increase on the Bar-X Allotment, and decrease on the Wlndwhistle Allotment. 

The present1 y stable to decreasing trend is attributed to drought, severe winter 

weather, predation, and marginal or unsui-table habitat conditions. 

On the Granite Creek Allotment, which is one of three. allotments presently support- 

ing trout fisheries and where aquatic and riparian habitat shows evidence of past 

concentration of I lvestock along drainage bottoms, present ecological condition is 
50 percent low and 50 percent medi urn. Rlparian and aquatic habitat would continue 

to decrease In ecol oglcal condltlon. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF LIVESTOCK MANIPULATION TECHN IQUES ON 793,031 ACRES 

Soils and Water Quality. Livestock manipulation techniques would reduce runoff, 

sed Iment, and salt from project areas by 15 percent after 15 years (BLM, 1977c). 

Improving overuse areas to medium or high ecological condition would reduce sediment 

and potential salt loads by 30 to 65 percent. Reduction estimates were derived by 

comparing universal soil loss estimates for saline-alkali soils (Appendix C of the 

draft) . 

Vegetatlon. It is estimated that perennial forage plants would increase by 5 to 25 

percent. A plant’s health and survival depend on its abilities to synthesize and 

store food, form vegetative structures for renewal of top growth, maintain a healthy 

root system, and develop reproduct Ive organs (Stoddart, et al ., 1975). Grazing, 

through removal of photosynthetic leaf tissue, interferes with these processes. 

Systematic grazing mangement Is deslgned to offset these impacts by providing rest. 

Water developments may improve livestock distribution and thus improve ecological 

conditions in previous heavy use areas. 

Livestock Grazing. Fences, water developments, and rotation of grazing use areas 

would have a greater impact on cattle than on sheep, because cattle are social ani- 

mals and creatures of habit. Any significant change in their habitual use patterns 

through concentration, change in season of use for a particular use area, or change 

In pasture would have a short-term impact on their wel l-being and productive 

capacity. 

Concentration of livestock would reduce the opportun Ity for selective grazing and 

cause them to ut I I ize less palatable forage plants. Their initial response to 

concentration in a single grazing unit would be to walk the fences, spending less 

time grazl ng; this would result In weight loss, potential reduction in calf crop 

percentage, I ighter calves, and possibly a longer period of adjustment to the sea- 

sonal movement of I ivestock. However, as cattle become adjusted to the per lodic 

pasture changes, and replacement animals remain in the herd, the potential for im- 

proved product Ion in terms of cat ves and pounds of beef would be enhanced because of 

the increased forage production as a result of grazing systems and because new areas 

of the al lotment could be used if waters are developed. 
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Wi Idl ife. Implementation of livestock manipulation techniques on 24 al lotments (Ap- 

pendix A) would improve water and,cover and reduce spatial COInpetitiOn for wildlife 

ungulates on 20 al lotments. 

WI nter/spr i ng forage wou I d increase through managi ng for a subclimax seral stage on 

the fol lowi ng al lotments for the species Indicated: Barley Flat-Ronzio, deer and 

elk; Cl sco Springs Wash, Cl sco Mesa, Corral Wash, San Arroyo, Sulphur Canyon, deer 

and antelope; Floy Creek, deer; Hatch Point, deer, elk, antelope, and bighorn sheep; 

Horse Canyon, deer; Lisbon, deer, elk, and antelope; Nash Wash, deer; Professor 

Val ley, deer and elk; Spring Canyon Bottom, bighorn sheep; Steamboat Mesa, deer and 

elk; Ten Mile Polnt and Mineral Point, bighorn sheep; Pipeline and Harley Dome, 

ante1 ape* 

Implementation of these techn iques would increase yearlong forage, provide addition- 

al water, and reduce spatial competition for bighorn sheep on Spring Canyon Bottom, 

Hatch Point, Ten Mile Point, and Mineral Point allotments (BLM, 1981c). 

Antelope populations would remain stable to increasing on seven al lotments In the 

Cisco herd unit; population trends for the Hatch Point herd unit cannot be antici- 

pated, since this herd currently has I ow numbers and is in a downward trend. The 

presently stable to decreasing trend is attributed to drought, severe wl nter wea- 

ther, pr edat ion, and marginal or unsuitable habitat conditions. 

Bighorn sheep populations are expected to continue to Increase as a result of re- 

duced spatial competition and increased forage availability (BLM, 1981c). 

Deer populations would remain stable to increasing, and elk populations would con- 

ti nue to increase- 

MAINTENANCE OF EXISTING LAND TREATMENTS ON 51,989 ACRES 

. As treated areas need maintenance, practices would be done 

red vegetation. Although an area may have been previously 

treated by spraying, plowlng, or chaining, fol lowup treatments to maintain forage 

for livestock and wildlife ould not be limited to the original method. Separate 

environmental assessments (EAs) wll I be prepared before any projects are initiated. 

Plowing and seeding ould reduce plant cover and lead to localized short-term ero- 

s ion, but In the long term, soi I eros Ion wou I d be reduced as ground cover Increased. 

Grass and browse species would become established, holding the soil in place and in- 

creasing water infiltration, thus reducing soil erosion and improving water quality. 

Chaining would cause short-term surface disturbance and the uprooting of trees, pos- 

sibly increasing soil loss by one-half ton per acre. Buckhouse and Glfford (1976) 

studied areas in southern Utah that received this treatment and found that sediment 

yield did not increase if the debris was left in place. In the long term, sediment 

yield woul d be reduced even more as ground cover increased. 

Dril I seed i ng wou I d not decrease sediment yield or surface runoff, since the 

existing vegetation cover would not be removed, and soil disturbance would be 

local lzed and minimal. In the long term, since previously bare soil spots would be 
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covered by vegetation, sediment yield and surface runoff would be reduced, 

decreasing suspended sol ids in stream water. 

Any form of land treatment maintenance other than aerial spraying would result in 

some surface disturbance, and would therefore cause a short-term increase in ero- 

sion, runoff, and sediment. The loss of vegetative cover would double or triple the 

soil’s susceptibility to erosion. However, if debris is left in place, sediment 

yields would be minimized because the cover provided by the debris would intercept 

and dissipate the erosive action of raindrops, decreasing onsite erosion. Once 

grass species become estab I ished, they would hold the soil in place and increase 

water infiltration, thereby decreasing the solids suspended in stream water. Ero- 

sion would decrease as the ground cover increased. 

Vegetation. - There would be a short-term decrease in vegetation in areas that were 

chained or plowed and seeded, but within 2 to 3 years the land should produce a 
greater quantity of forage and a greater variety of species than before the mainte- 

nance treatment, although reinvasion of pinyon-juniper and sagebrush would occur. 

The useful life of chainings and seedings is generally 20 to 30 years (Tueller and 

Tausch, 1977). The basic impact to vegetation would be no change from what now ex- 

ists or has existed as a result of the initial land treatment. 

Presently available information indicates that 2,4-D is the herbicide of choice for 

aerial spraying. It would degrade in 2 to 6 weeks, not accumulating In the soil nor 

enter i ng the stream system. Spraying 2,4-D can reduce big sagebrush from 67 to 100 

percent (Blaisdel I and Mueggler, 1956), releasing moisture and nutrients for other 

types of vegetation. Composition could be expected to change from dominant sagebrush 

to 10 percent sagebrush rlth more grasses and browse species within 2 to 3 years. 

The land should produce a greater variety of species than before treatment, although 

reinvasion would occur. Research in northern Utah showed an average increase in 

herbaceous forage yield of 166 percent after spraying (Cook, 1963). Note that thi s 

discussion is for areas that have previously been seeded. No new seedi ng wou I d take 

place. (See Appendix A of the draft for an explanation of standard mitigating mea- 

sures for spraying*) 

Spraying herbicides is likely to be used in the future because of its predictability 

and relatively low cost, and because there Is considerable practical experience with 

the techn Ique. Wh I le 2,4-D does not harm grasses, Keith, et al. (1959) reported an 

83 percent reduction in perennial forbs the year after the spray project. Laycock 

(1979) reported that forbs returned to thelr former abundance, and sometimes 

increased in abundance, within 5 to 19 years after the spraying. 

In general, the main impact of this and other maintenance treatments would be to 

change composition from pinyon-juniper and sagebrush to grass species. An impact to 

vegetation in other areas may occur if those areas are grazed more heavily while 

treatment areas are being rested. 

Livestock Grazing. - Initial disturbance from maintenance of existing land treatments 

would change the vegetation to such a degree that I ivestock could not graze the area 

for approximately 2 years, until the vegetation becomes reestablished. This time 

frame would vary, depending on the treatment. In areas where the forage species are 

strl I abundant, the rest period would be much shorter than in areas where the 

vegetation has to become estab I ished. 
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Wildlife. Maintenance act ions wou I d result in a long-term increase In the quality 

of forage over what the condftion would have been, had the initial treatment been 
al lowed to deteriorate. However, this would not result in an increase In AUMs, 

since the AUMs were al located previously, after the initial treatment. Forage for 

deer and elk would be maintained on these 11 allotments (see Appendix A), al lo 

the populations to remain stab le. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW LAND TREATMENTS ON 68,105 ACRES 

Implementation of new land treatments on 68,105 acres 

would have the same general impacts on soils and water qua1 ity as described under 

ma I ntenance of exi stl ng land treatments. 

Vegetation. The impacts to vegetation described under maintenance of existing land 

treatments would occur on the 68,105 acres where new land treatments would be imple- 

mented. 

Livestock Grazing. On the average, implementation of land treatments would decrease 

forage for the first 2 years, until the seeded species become established. Llve- 

stock would be restricted from using these areas, most of which are now being grazed 

to some extent. Disturbance of grazing habits might cause a negligible decrease in 

weight ga i n, depend1 ng on the amount of movement necessary to keep I ivestock off the 

area for 2 years. 

The long-term impact would be an increase of 4,734 AUMs for I ivestock. Since most 

of the treatment areas would be grazed in the spr I ng, the long-term Increase in a- 

mount and quality of forage would increase weight gain and calf crop percentage. 

WI Idl ife. Implementation of land treatments on 13 allotments would provide an addi- 

tional 3,780 AUMs of winter/spring forage for deer, elk, and antelope (See Appendix 

A). This action would allow deer, elk, and antelope populations to remain stable or 

increase. 

AUTHORIZATION OF GRAZING USE AT PRESENT LEVELS 

Soils and Water Qual it-y. Authorization of grazing use at present levels (71,678 

AUMs, see Appendix A) would result in continued surface disturbance and plant defo- 

I iation. Both these factors Increase susceptibility to erosion and related sedlmen- 

tation. 

The current degree of impact (cumulative soil loss estimate) for these al lotments is 

unknown. However, it is assumed that medium or high ecological condition would 

minimize soil loss estimates and keep sol1 loss below the T value. 

Vegetation. On the 616,267 acres that are In high and climax condition, no signifi- 

cant impact to vegetation would occur. On the 923,383 acres that are in low to me- 

d i urn cond i t ion, vegetation would probably decline even further. Other proposed man- 

agement act ions, such as I ivestock manipulation techniques, would lessen the impact. 

Livestock Grazing. The future AUMs shown in this management action represent the 

total of changes that would result from al I actions under the proposed plan. Im- 

pacts are analyzed In the narrative for each of these actions. 
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Wi Idl ife. Continued authorization of grazing use at present levels would cause some 

habitat concerns for wildlife ungulates on eight allotments and for riparian and a- 

quatic habitat on one al lotment. Deer populations would remain stable to increas- 

i ng, and elk populations would continue to increase on the Blue Hill Allotment. 

There is potent i al for competit!on between I ivestock and bighorn sheep, pr imar i I y 
during the winter and early spr ing, on five al lotments: Arth’s Pasture, Big Flat- 

Ten Ml le, Kane Springs, Little Hole, and Rattlesnake. (Seasons of use and species 

overlaps are shown in Appendix I of the draft.) 

Antelope populations would remain stable or slightly increase on the Bar-X Allotment 

and decrease on the Windwhistle Allotment. The presently stable to decreasing trend 

is attributed to drought, severe w i nter weather, predation, and marginal or unsuit- 

ab le habitat conditions. 

Riparian and aquatic habitat would continue to decrease in ecological condition on 

the Granite Creek Al lotment. 

CHANGES IN SEASON OF USE ON 54,380 ACRES 

Soils and Water Quality. The changes in season of use would result in an estimated 

reduction of 900 acre-feet of runoff, 33,300 tons of sediment, and 370 tons of salt 

delivered to the Colorado River in 3 years. 

Vegetation. The start of the growing season is the most critical time for perennial 

plants. Grazing at this time, particular I y on desert ranges, is detrimental to the 

ability of the plant to reproduce and sustain Itself (Stoddart, et al., 1975). 

The season of use changes on four allotments would provide rest for the desirable 

plant species during the critical green-out and early growth period. Two of the al- 

lotments would be grazed in the winter, and I ivestock wou I d be taken off to protect 

plants dur i ng the spring. Livestock would not be put on the other two al lotments 

until the plants have made some growth. These two al lotments wou I d be grazed dur ing 

the summer. This change in season of use on summer grazing allotments would allow 

the forage plants to build up their carbohydrate reserves before grazing begins. 

Livestock Grazing. A change in season of use to restr Ict spr ing grazing on these 

four al lotments would amount to more than 2 weeks’ time on only one allotment. It 

could be a significant impact to the livestock on the particular al lotments, how- 

ever. Livestock would have to be removed from the allotment and taken elsewhere, 

either for grazi ng in other areas or for feeding of hay. Spring grazing provides 

more nutrition than forage grazed during any other season of the year (Cook, 1971 1, 

and nutritious forage is critical to gestation and lactation, wh ich take place 

during the spring months. The individual animals would not have access to this 

spr I ng forage. 

Wi Idl ife. A change in season of use would restrict livestock use of winter/spring 

for age, allowing bighorn sheep populations to remain stable or increase as a result 

of improved habitat (BLM, 1981c; BLM, 1970). Bighorn sheep compete for forage and 

space on the Potash Al lotment. The restriction of I ivestock grazing through a 

change in season of use would help to improve rlparian and aquatic habitat toward a 

climax ecological condition in the Diamond and Floy Canyon allotments. 
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CHANGE IN CLASS OF LIVESTOCK ON 69,042 ACRES 

Vegetation. A change in the class of livestock from sheep to cattle would dgcrease 

the vigor and production of grasses because of increased grazing pressure. There 

wou I d be comparab le increase in the vigor of browse species. 

Livestock Grazing. With the change in class of livestock on the Buckhorn Al lotment, 

1,497 AUMs presently used by sheep would be converted to cattle. The number of AUMs 

that would be available for cattle Is unknown at this tlme, since the converslon 

rate would haye to be determined from inventory data for this particular allotment. 

For Appendix A, 1,497 AUMs are shown. 

Wildlife. Changing the class of livestock from sheep to cattle on the Buckhorn 

Al lotment (4 percent of the Grand Resource Area (GRA)) would help reduce competltion 

for winter/spring forage for approximately 2,189 deer and 100 elk. These herd un its 

are presently at 90 percent of est lmated prior stable numbers of deer, and 50 

percent of estimated pr ior stab le numbers of elk (Tables 3-2 and 3-3 are repr inted 
in Chapter 3 of this document). The populations would remaln stable or increase as 

a result of this action (Wal Imo, 1981 ). 

MANAGEMENT OF 3 MILES OF PERENNIAL STREAMS 

Soils and Water Quality. Managing perennial streams by fencing or rotation of graz- 

ing use would control grazing of the vegetation that Is useful to stream protection. 

This existing streamside vegetation is valuable to the aquatic environment because 

it reduces water temperatures, provides natural cover, increases terrestr i ai food, 

reduces sediment and runoff, and stops minor slash and debris movement. Soil dis- 

turbance along the stream channels in these degraded areas would be minimized, and 

the overal I water qual i ty of Cottonwood, Di amond, and Rattlesnake drainageways would 

Improve slightly. 

Vegetation. Rest from grazing would improve the condition of riparian vegetation. 

But spring rest alone has little effect in rlparian areas, because any increase 

achieved can be nullified when grazing is resumed and cattle congregate along the 

stream bottoms (Martin, 1973). With only periodic rest, any increase in desirable 

forage species may be offset by a decrease in undesirables, with no resulting gain 

in ground cover0 

a Livestock would be denied the use of these areas during certain 

orage conditions improve over the long term, livestock would benefit. 

WI Idl ife. Management of 3 ml les of perennial s earn by fencing and rotation of 

graz i ng use areas on the Diamond, Cottonwood, d Showerbath Springs al lotments 

wout d al low vegetative cover to increase, thereby improving riparian and aquatic 

habitat for nongame birds and mammals and fish. Deer populations would remain 

stab le. 

MANIPULATION OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING ON 27,000 ACRES OF SALINE SOILS 

. Highly saline lands are often characterized by unstable 

soi Is and sparse vegetation. The fine-textured soi Is are easi ly compacted by tramp- 

ling, resulting in low infiltration, high runoff, increased salinity, and low 
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levels of effective sol1 moisture (ELM, 1977c). Removal of livestock from such 

lands would be an effective means of controlling sallnlty (BLM, 198Oa). 

Studies on a slmllar watershed In Colorado Indicate runoff In the hilly Mancos Shale 

areas occurs almost wholly in response to high-lntenslty summer rains. Gullies 

draining heavily grazed watersheds have nearly twice as much eroslon as those from 

ungrazed watersheds. rHeav1 ly grazed watersheds produce 30 percent more runoff and 

45 percent more sediment load than do ungrared watersheds. Maxlmum reduction 1 n 

sediment load occurs after 3 years of exclusion from grazing (Lusby, 1970). 

Manipulation of livestock grazing on 27,000 acres of highly saline soils would 

result In an annual reduction In sediment of 27,945 tons withln 3 years. Assuming 

that 3 percent of that sediment 1s salt from Mancos-derlved solls (BLM, 1977c), 

there would be a reduction of 838 tons per year In the salt delivered to the 

Colorado Rlver system. There wou Id also be a reduction ln runoff of 66 acre-feet, 

lowerlng the amount of salt load to the Colorado another 180 tons. The total sa:t 

reduction would be approximately 1,018 tons. 

Vegetatlon. Livestock grazing gives a competitive advantage to some plants by 

decreasing the vlgor of grazed species. The vlgor of these grazed plants would ln- 

crease in areas of grazlng manipulations. The vlgor of previously ungrazed plants 

wou I d decrease. The net effect would be an Improvement In ecological condltlon. 

Although the vigor of indlvldual forage species would Increase, the increase ln den- 

slty would not be as high for those species that reproduce prlmarlly by seed, since 

they would not receive the beneficial effect of livestock trampling. 

The rate of recovery 1 n fow condition areas would be slow because of the lack of 

ralnfal I and the poor productivity of solIs. 

Livestock Grazlng. Manipulating llvestock grazlng on 27,000 acres of highly saline 

-solIs would decrease available forage by 558 AUMs. 

WI Idl lfe. This action would Increase forage, water, and cover for nongame wildlife 

species and al low deer, elk, and antelope populations to remain stable. Aquatic 

habitat would improve sllgntly as a result of reduced sailnlty and sedimentation, 

but fish populations would not increase as a result of this actlon. 

WILULIFE HABITAT REQUIREMENTS 

MAINTENANCE OF EXISTING WILDLIFE WATERS 

Vegetation. Maintenance of exlstlng wIldlIfe waters wou Id prevent Improvement of 

vegetation wlthln 150 feet of those waters because of continued trampling and graz- 

lng by wlldllfe and, in some places, by livestock. Ecological condition on these 

sltes would remarn as it Is at present or decline. 

Livestock Grazing. Maintenance of wildlife waters which are also used by livestock 

would allow for continued flvestock grazlng near those waters. 
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Wildlife. This action would help to support antelope and other nongame wildlife In 

the Cl sco Desert and Hatch Polnt areas. These w 1 Id I I fe water developments are io- 
cated In areas where water is a llmlting factor for wlldllfe. 

RESERVATION OF UNALLOCATED FORAGE ON 22,044 ACRES FOR WILDLIFE 

Wildlife. The reservation of al I forage and space for current wlldllfe populations 

on the Pear Park (105 deer, 30 elk), Spring Creek (42 deer), and Castle Valley (550 

deer) areas wou I d protect wlnter/spr lng habitat for deer and elk. 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE USE AND MANAGEMENT 

DESIGNATION OF 1,183,660 ACRES AS OPEN TO OFF-ROAD VEHICLE USE 

Solls and Water Quality. Deslgnatlon of 1,183,660 acres as open to of f-road vehicle 

(ORV) use would al low the trend toward lncreaslng use to continue, with the poten- 

tlal for addltlonal soil surface and cryptogam disturbance and soil compactlon on 

the entlre deslgnatlon area. Recreatlonal ORV use 1s expected to Increase on 47,840 

acres. The sever lty of the Impact wou Id depend on the Intensity of use. The 

effects of ORV activity on the desert environment are serlous, long- last 1 ng, and 

highly vlslble; damage 1s generally greatest on slopes exceeding 25 percent (BLM, 

1977~) and on highly erodible solls such as those det-lved from Mancos Shale. 

Impacts to the soil from more ORV use would lead to Increases In runoff and sedimen- 
tatlon, because vehicle trails channellze runoff and increase susceptibility to rll I 

and gully eroslon. For example, increases In sediment production resulting from ORV 

use can range from 50 to more than 500 percent, dependlng upon the site (BLM, 

1977c). 

Vegetation. There would be a slight overal I decrease 1 n vegetat Ion from occas lona I 

disturbance by ORV use. The Dolores Triangle Sand Flats area, In particular, has a 

substantial ongol ng Impact. Most of the disturbance throughout the subject acreage 
occurs In already denuded areas, but some adjacent plants are being disturbed or 

lost through ORV actlvlty. The ef feet of the open des lgnatlon cover1 ng 1,183,660 

acres would be the loss of lndlvldual plants on 47,840 acres where disturbance 1s 

evident. Rlparlan vegetation would show the greatest decrease as a result of ORV 

actlvlty, but the areawide Impact would be lnslgnlficant. 

Llvestock Grazing. The impact to llvestock would be negllglble. Essentlal ly the 

entire area IS open now, and the impact would cause so little change that it cannot 

be quantlfied ln AUMs. 

Recreation. Thls action would al low a long-term increase In recreational ORV use on 

47,840 acres. This conclusion 1s based on the 70,000 acres that are now recelvfng 

active ORV use. The lncreaslng trend for ORV use Is also indicated by the statewide 

Increase In registratfons of dirt bikes and dune buggies. 

DESIGNATION OF 596,234 ACRES AS LIMITED TO EXISTING ROADS AND TRAILS 

Sol Is and Water uuallty. Llmltlng ORV use on 596,234 acres would decrease eroslon 

and sedimentation. Solls derlved from Mancos Shale are particularly fragile and 
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susceptible to damage by ORVs, especial ly when wet. The sol Is undergo changes In 

hydration with temperature change, and this contract ion and expansion acts as a 
powerful weathering agent (ELM, 1977~). Because of the fineness of the shale, the 

rate of water lnflltratlon Is so slow that most ralnfall runoff carries away the 

fine sol1 particles and salts. ORV use aggravates this already poor sltuatlon by 

destroying existing vegetation, disturbing soils, and leavl ng tracks that provide 

additional channels for runoff to follow. 

Deslgnatlon of these areas as limited to existing roads and trails would help reduce 

the annual introduction of an estimated 12,000 to 18,000 tons of sediment and 363 to 

548 tons of salt into the Colorado River drajnage. 

Vegetation. This act ion wou Id protect vegetation. 

Livestock Grazing. Forage would remain available to livestock. 

Transportation. This designation would decrease the number of new roads and trails 

currently being established each year. The overal I impact would be to decrease fu- 

ture road and trail bul I dl ng and thereby I lmlt access to some of the more isolated 

areas with In the GRA. 

Special Designation Areas. Th Is act ion would protect the seen lc values of 596,234 

acres which would be placed under restricted ORV use deslgnatlon. The scenic values 

of such other potential special designation areas as Wild and Scenic Rivers would 

also be protected. 

Visual Resources and Recreation. Protect ion of the vegetation wou I d help to main- 

tain visual quality and associated scenic recreational opportunities. 

DESIGNATION OF 24,454 ACRLS AS CLOSED TO OFF-ROAD VEHICLE USE 

Soils and Water Vuallty. Closing these 24,454 acres to ORV use would reduce sol I 

erosion and the resultant annual introduction of an estimated 100 tons of sediment 

lnto the Colorado River dralnaye. 

Vegetation. There would be an estimated over al I 5 percent increase in vegetation, 

and two sensitive plants, Cycladenia hum1 Its var. jonesll and Aqul legla mlcrantha, 

would be protected from ORV traff lc. 

WIldlife. This closure would improve wildllfe habitat by providing an area unoccu- 

pled by vehicles and free of noise. Harassment by ORVs of wi ldli fe ungulates, es- 

peel al ly wlnterl ng deer, would not occur. Vegetation utlllzed as food would 

1 ncrease. The degradation of rlparlan and aquatic areas such as Negro Bll I Canyon 

would no longer occur. Populations of wildlife ungulates, fish, and nongame species 

wou I d remain stab Je or increase as a result of this act ion. 

Transportation. ORV use wou I d be decreased and access 1 nto certain areas I lml ted. 

Roads and trails would be closed, and these access routes would eventual ly deyener- 

ate lnto impassible routes. The closure would also prevent establishment of new 

roads and tral Is. The transportdt ion network within the closed dress would be 

downyraded. 
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Special Designation Areas. This act ion would protect the seen ic and retreat ional 

values on 24,454 acres of QRV deslgnation areas. 

Visual Resources. The protection of vegetation would help to maintain visual qual- 

ity and associated scenic recreational opportunities. 

Recreation. The protection of vegetation would help to maintain visual quality and 
associ ated seen ic recreational opportun itles. Opportun it ies for retreat Tonal ORV 

use woul d be decreased. 

DESIGNATION OF 15,206 ACRES AS LIMITED TO DESIGNATED ROADS AND TRAILS 

Soils and Water Quality. Closing duplicate roads and limiting ORV use to deslgnated 
roads and trails in the Mill Creek area would al low vegetation, as el I as the cryp- 

togamic soil surface layer, to become reestablished, reducing soil erosion by ap- 

proximately 200 tons per year. The subsequent reduction In sedimentation would pro- 

long the useful Ii fe of Ken’s Lake. 

. The limitation of ORV use to designated roads and trails would provide 

a 5 percent increase in vegetation where random ORV activity now occurs (off exl st- 

ing roads and trails). 

Lfvestock Grazing. This action ould result in a negl igible Increase in AUMs, since 

the vegetation is a low production site. 

Transportation. Seven miles of existing roads would be closed, and new roads and 

trails would not be established. 

SO This action would protect the scenic and recreational 

values on 15,206 acres. 

Recreation. Designation ould decrease opportunities for recreational ORV use. 

LANDS ACTIONS 

CONSIDERATION OF 11,629 ACRES FOR DISPOSAL 

Vegetation. The vegetation on these 11,629 acres ou I d be lost to BLM management 

through disposal of these lands. 

Livestock Grazing. Approximately 153 AUMs of forage would be lost to BLM manage- 

ment. Depending on the use of the land after disposal, an exchange-of-use agreement 

could be made to allo the livestock operator continued use of the forage. 

ACQUISITION OF ACCESS EASEMENT 

Transportation. Acquisition of a public access easement at the Cisco boat launch 

area would add 0.3 mile of road to the existing transportation network and guarantee 

permanent public access to this boat takeout essential for recreational river use. 

Retreat 1 on* Acquisition of the easement would prevent a possible closure of this 

private launch faci I i ty, which ou I d increase the Westwater f I oat trip from 1 to 2 
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days between the Westwater ranger station and Fish Ford. This added time factor 

could decrease the number of recreation visits along this part of the river. 

Special Designation Areas. Acquisition of the easement would protect recreational 

values that are significant to potential Wild and Scenic River designation. 

UTILITY CORRIDORS 

DESIGNATION OF 140 MILES OF UTILITY CORRIDORS 

WI Idl ife. Designation of 140 miles of official utility corridors would contain fu- 

ture devei opments 1 n the exist I ng corr idors, leavi ng other areas undisturbed for use 

by wildlife. This would al low populations of deer, elk, antelope, and bighorn sheep 

to remain stab le. 

Transportation. This action would also allow for a planned network of facilities 

throughout the area and reduce the amount of time requlred for processing r-lght-of- 

way applications, since applicants would have prior knowledge of areas identified as 

acceptable for location of pipe1 ines and other transpo’rtation facll ities. 

IDENTIFICATION OF AVOIDANCE AREAS 

WI Idi ife. The avoidance of locating rights-of-way within 48,245 acres of crltical 

bighorn sheep habitat (Mineral Bottom, Potash, and Westwater areas, see Flgure l-6) 

would help ensure habitat protection. Since bighorn sheep are sensitive to human 

disturbances, this action would help protect the exlstlng populations. 

Transportation. Transportation would be limited by the requirement to avoid criti- 

cal bighorn sheep areas. 

MINERALS 

AVAILABILITY OF ENTIRE AREA FOR MINING CLAIMS, EXCEPT WHERE WITHDRAWALS EXIST 

Soils and Water Quality. If the present trend continues, al lowing mining claims for 

locatable minerals over the entire GRA, except for the 1,850 acres of scattered 

WI thdrawais, would result in soil disturbance and removal of vegetative cover on an 

additional 30 acres per year. Suscept ibi I I ty to wl nd and water erosion on these 30 

acres would increase significantly, because the cryptogamic layer or soil structure 

that protects the soil from erosion would be destroyed, and because soi I compaction 

would modify the water infiltration patterns. 

Sediment would increase in proportion to the amount of surface disturbance and ero- 

sion that takes place. It Is etimated that 100 tons of soil per year would be lost 

onsite, and a significant portion of that soil would reach a drainageway. 

Vegetation. Vegetation wou I d decrease on the 30 addl tlonal acres that would be di s- 

turbed each year. 

Livestock Grazing. Both the physical disturbance to cattle and the loss of forage 

through mining disturbance would Impact livestock. The trend at present is a con- 
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tinual new disturbance to some degree as exploration takes place, but no specific 

loss of AUMs can be anticipated. 

Wi Idi lfe. Vegetation used as wild Ii fe forage and cover would be destroyed, and 

wildlife populations disturbed and displaced by exploration and mining for locatable 

minerals. 

Mineral Resources. The volume of uran ium ore produced, which is measured in pounds 

of yel lowcake, could increase significantly, perhaps returning to the 1980 levels, 

although marketconditions have been most stressful to the minerals industry in re- 

cent months. Mines in the vicinity of Moab could produce up to 1 mii lion pounds of 

yellowcake per year for an indefinite period of time, depending on the market value 

in relation to the cost of mining. 

Placer gold production on public lands (presently estimated at 400 to 450 ounces per 

year) could increase to between 500 and 550 ounces per year i f market conditions 

further improve. Note that these figures are estimates only. Product ion figures 

are highly confidential among miners. 

Mineral Rights. Maintenance of mineral withdrawals on 1,850 acres for campgrounds 

and scenic sites prevents the filing of mining claims on these areas. Approximately 

20,000 mining claims are present in the GRA, about 500 for placer gold, and the bal- 

ance for uranium. (There are no mining claims within the 1,850 acres of withdraw- 

als.) 

Transportation. Development of more mini ng claims woui d increase the need for ac- 

cess and require more roads. An estimated 10 to 15 miles of new roads are built 

each year to meet mini ng access needs. This action would therefore increase the 

overal I transportation network. For those claims where 5 acres or more of land are 

to be disturbed, the claimant must submit a plan of operations. This allows BLM to 

review any new access roads to determi ne whether they are properly located and 

designed. The new roads built in response to mining would improve access to many 

remote areas- 

Visual Resources. Locatab le mi neral exp I oration and development activities could, 

in cases where the mining development 1s very large or where extensive road develop- 

ment is required, temporarily change the scenic characteristics as viewed from the 

surroundi ng area. However, rehabilitation provided for in Title 43 of the code of 

Federal Regulations, Subpart 3809 (43 CFR 3809) would ensure that the affected area 

was rehabilitated over the long term. Impacts to visual quality, therefore, could 
be significant in some cases (depending on the extent of surface disturbance) but 

would always be short-term. 

AVAILABILITY OF 154,600 ACRES FOR POTASH LEASING, EXPLORATION, AND PRODUCTION 

Soils and Water Quality. A It hough sever al potash leases issued around 1960 are 

still current, no mining activity has taken place on those leases. An application 

has been submitted for additional leases. if these leases are f ul ly developed, at 

least 720 acres would be disturbed. 

Merely leasing the 150,000 acres favorable to potash would not affect soils, but any 

resultant mining would bring about disturbance and removal of vegetative cover, pro- 
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jetted to occur on 100 additional acres for potash prospectlny and related road de- 

velopment. Eroslon might increase by approxlmateiy 300 to 500 tons or more per 

year. The resulting increase in sedlmentatlon could be mlnlmlred by proper road 

constructlon and mltlgatlng measures added by BLM personnel duriny review of the 
mining plan. 

Vegetation. Any mlnlng activity on the leases would cause a substantial but unquan- 

tiflable decrease in vegetation, especial ly If evaporation ponds are constructed. 

Livestock Grazing. The Impacts to i ivestock grazl ng would be the 1 oss of an unde- 

termined amount of forage and the phys lcal displacement of livestock by mlnlng 

actlvlty. 

Wi Idi Tfe. Potash development could result ln a loss of blghorn sheep habitat. AP- 
proximately 50 percent (13,567 acres) of bighorn habitat Is located wlthln exlstlng 

potash lease areas or areas that have lease potent] al. Bighorn sheep are sensltlve 

to human occupancy (BLM, 1981 cl. 

Mineral Resources. Since no production has taken place on any of the leases issued 

around 1960, no basis exists for estlmatlng the amount of potash that could be 

removed. 

Transportation. Leasing might lead to an increase In road construction to meet de- 

mands for access. 

V I sua I Resources. Potash exploration and development activities could, In cases 

where the development Is very large ( if solar evaporation ponds are constructed) or 

where extensive roads are required, temporarily change the visual characterlstlcs of 

the surrounding area. However, mltlgation required in the lease stlpulatlons would 

ensure that the affected area was returned to Its original visual quality over the 

I ong term. Impacts to visual quality, therefore, could be slgnTflcant ln some cases 

(depending on the extent of surface disturbance) but would always be short-term. 

APPLICATION OF OIL AND GAS LEASING CATEGORIES 

Category 1 Open to Leaslng with Standard Stipulations 

Category 2 Open to Leasing with Special Stipulations 

Category 3 Open to Leaslng with No Surface Occupancy 

Category 4 No Leasing 

1,156,560 acres 

563,808 acres 

70,274 acres 

28,912 acres 

Soils and Water Quality. Under the oi 1 and gas category system out1 lned here, the 

acreage disturbed would be somewhat less than under current management. But more 

significant Is the allowance for special stipulations (see Appendix R, which Is re- 

prlnted In Chapter 3 of this document) for development In floodplains (19,040 acres) 

and areas of hlgh geologic erosion (slopes greater than 50 percent; 414,424 acres). 

While it is certain that these stipulations would decrease eroslon, sedlmentatlon, 

and sai InTty, the actual reduct Ions wou id depend on the development In these areas. 

CumulatTve impacts cannot be quantlfled at thls t!me. 

Vegetation. Approximately 526,000 acres would receive more protection under the 

proposed plan than under current management; 011 and gas actlvlty would continue, 

and vegetation would be lost, but al I this would occur on only about 300 to 450 

acres per year. 
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Livestock Grazing. Forage wou Id be lost on 300 to 450 acres per year. Rehabi I Ita- 

tlon of dlsturbed areas would alloW for grazing at the current level of use. 

Wildlife. On the 1.1 mlillon acres that would be open to leasing with only standard 

stlpulatlons (Category l), oil and gas actlvltTes could affect deer and elk wTnter- 

lng areas, year long bighorn sheep habltat, and yearlong antelope habitat. The foi- 
iowlng analysis Is based on known and potential 011 and gas production areas. 

Ail (200,769 acres) of the deer and elk wlnter range and fawnlng and calving areas 

located wlthln Herd Unit 28-B would be protected from disturbance by 011 and gas 

actlvlties by Category 2 special stipulations. Thls would eliminate physical stress 

and dlspiacement of deer and elk whl le they are on the winter range. 

Approximately 34 percent (16,873 acres) of the desert blghorn sheep habltat wlthln 

the Potash, Mlneral Bottom, and Westwater areas would be protected from disturbance 

by 011 and gas activltles under the No Surface Occupancy deslgnat ion of Category 3 

and the No Lease designation of Category 4. Bighorn habltat would not be lost, and 

blghorn sheep would not be displaced or lost through stress under this leasing 

category appllcatlon. 

On the remalnlng 66 percent (32,920 acres) of bighorn sheep habitat that wou Id be 

designated as Category 1, bighorn sheep losses through stress and dlspiacement could 

occur a 

Al1 of the blghorn sheep habitat (11,420 acres) In the Rattlesnake area would be de- 

slgnated as Category 2. There is a potential for bighorn sheep habitat to be lost 

and for bighorn sheep to be displaced or lost through stress, since the special 

stipulations that are applied under thl s Category 2 des lgnatlon do not protect 

bighorn sheep habitat requirements. 

Golden eagle nest sites In the Clsco Desert would be protected on the 2,880 acres 

that would be des lgnated as Category 2 and on the 960 acres that would be des lgnated 
as Category 3. 

Approxlmately 19 percent (18,391 acres) of the antelope kldding areas In the Clsco 

Desert would be protected from oil and gas activities by Category 2 specl al stipu- 

i ations. A potential exists for antelope losses to occur through stress and dls- 

placement on 81 percent (76,344 acres) of the Clsco Desert antelope habitat which 

wou Id be under Category 1 a 

On the 7,040 acres of antelope klddlng areas ln the Hatch Point area, losses through 

stress and displacement would not occur, since these areas would be under Category 2 

protect Ion. 

Mineral Resources. Under the 01 I and gas category system, between two and f lve few- 

er new wel Is would be drii led than the current 150 per year. The annual product Ion 

under the proposed plan (from new we1 Is only) 1s estimated at 19,500 barrels of oil 

and 560,000 to 960,000 MCF (thousand cubic feet) of natural gas. 

Transportation. Th 1 s act Ton would increase by 20,615 acres the amount of land 1 n 

Categories 3 and 4, which lnhlblt development. This could result In a decrease in 

oil and gas activities and a corresponding decrease In road bul iding from the cur- 
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rent 75 to 100 miles of road being establlshea e+zh year for oil and gas deveiop- 

ment. 

V 1 sua I Hesources. The oli and gas ieasiny cateyory system would protect visual 

characteristics from disturbance by 01 I and gas actlvltles wlthln 22 areas Tdent I- 
fied as possessing exceptlonai scenic qualities (see Table 2-9 on page 2-60 of the 

draft). 

Speclai Deslgnatlon Areas. The areas where exceptional scenic quai ltles would be 

protected from oil and gas activities include 65 miles of the Colorado and Dolores 
r lver study corr ldors. Protect lng the scenic resources and assocl ated natural quai- 

ltles would help to preserve eiigibllity for designation. 

SALES AND FREE USE OF SAND AND GRAVEL ON 6,000 ACRES 

Solls and Water Quality. Continuing to allow sales of common varletles of mlnerais 
(sand and gravel) on 6,000 acres free of mining claims would result In a slight ln- 

crease In erosion on the acres lnvoi ved, with a resulting small Increase In sedlmen- 

tatlon. The severity of the impact would depend on the number and size of sand and 

gravel sites that were actually developed. 

Vegetation. it is unreasonable to think that sand and gravel sites would cover the 

entlre 6,000 acres. There would be a slight decrease in vegetation over the entlre 

acreage and a total loss of vegetation at each indlvlduai site. The actual surface 

disturbance cannot be estimated at this time, nor can probable forage loss be quan- 
tlf led. 

Mineral Resources. Thls action would provlde sand and gravel to Grand County and 

the Utah Department of Transportation for ma lntenance of exl sting roads. Smai ler 

volumes would be aval lab ie for prlvate bulldlng needs and for dr II I pad construct- 

Ion. 

Transportation. It 1s lmposslble to predict the number of miles of new roads that 

would be needed to access these sand and gravel sites. A secondary Impact to 

transportation wou i d be the avai I abl I Ity of increased amounts of sand and gravel for 

road construct ion and ma 1 ntenance. 

CONTINUATION OF 250-ACRE HUMATES SALE CONTRACT 

Sol is and Water Quailty. Sol1 disturbance could take place on approximately 200 

acres wlthin the 250-acre humate contract area. Mitlgatlng measures would mlnlmlze 

the surface dlsturblng impacts and offslte eroslon and provide for timely reclama- 

tlon of disturbed areas. The cumuiatlve soil loss from this actlon IS estimated at 

less than 1,000 tons per year. 

Vegetation. Not ali of the 250 acres under contract would be affected by mlnlng. 

At the end of 4 years, approximately 200 acres of plnyon-juniper vegetatlon would be 

altered. Thls amount represents approximately 3 percent of the total plnyon-junlper 
stdnd In the lmmedlate drea (within 5 mlies). 

Mineral Resources. The 250-acre site should provlde an estimated 50,000 tons of 
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humate materlai per year. Total product ion prov lded for In the contract Is 

1,120,OOO tons, but no time ilmlt is set. 

Cultural Resources. Six archaeologlcai sites were ldentlfled ln an archaeoioglcai 

clearance conducted on the humate sale site, however, the contract stlpuiates that 

the sites wlii be Inventorled and impacts mltlgated prior to mlnlng. 

V 1 sua I Resources. The humate sale site 1s located In a Class I I I area and adjacent 

to a Class IV area. No significant change ln the vlsuai quailty 1s antlclpated. 

Recreation. Humate mlnlng would create addltlonai traffic on the Westwater access - 
road, caus 1 ng some congest lon for r 1 ver retreat lon Ists. The area where the road 

narrows and passes under a raliroad trestle could present a safety hazard to recre- 

atlonlsts uslng the Westwater road, but the contract stlpuiates that traff Tc control 

Ii i be instai led on both sldes of the trestle, and that these lights 

act1 vated by dr lvers of the humate trucks as they approach the trestle. 

ADDITIONAL 1,500-ACRE HUMATES SALES AREA 

Sol Is and Water Quality. Assumlng that development may take piace on 1,500 acres, 

soli loss 1s estimated to reach 8,000 tons of soli per year. Offslte sedlment 

damage from development would be control led by mltlgatlng measures. The actual 

impact to the Colorado Rlver system cannot be quantlfled at this time. 

Vegetatlon. Exlstlng vegetation would be altered on the 1,500 acres that could be 

mlned under thls management action. Rehabl lltatlon of dlsturbed areas ouid take 

place concurrently lth new actlvlty. 

Mlnerai Resources. The productlon of humates from an expanded contract site could 

provide as much as 100,000 tons of material per year, but this potentlal product-Ion 
wou id depend upon market condl tlons and interest In development. 

RECREATION 

MAINTLNANCE OF TWO DEVELOPED CAMPGROUNDS, FIVE PICNIC AREAS, AND THREE SCENIC 

OVERLOOKS 

Recreation. Maintenance of the exlstlng recreatlonal facllftles ould protect the 
dollar investment In these developments (see Table 3-9 on page 3-22 of the draft) 

and continue the current level of recreatlonai opportunltlese Many of these facl il- 

tles are not being used to capacity at the present time, but the trend Is toward an 

increase In recreatlonai use. 

CONSTRUCTION OF REST ROOMS AT SEVEN RECREATION SITES 

Solis and Water Quality. Construction of sanitary faciiItles at heavily used recre- 

atlon sltes along the Colorado Rlver would result In an obvlous lmprovement In water 

quality at the sites, but would have ilttie effect on the overal I water quality of 

the Colorado River. 
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Recreation. Construction of rest rooms at heavliy used recreation sites along the 

Colorado River would Improve recreatlonai opportunltles In those areas by rellevlng 

unp ieasant, unsanltary condltlons. This actlon would also improve health and safety 
condltlons along the river. 

ISSUANCL OF RECREATION USE PERMITS 

Sol is and Water Quai lty. Contl nued issuance of recreation use permlts for commer- 
c lal horseback tr lps, four-wheel dr lve vehlc le tours, commercl al bear hunt lng camps, 

survival school, and other actlvltles would allow the trend toward lncreaslng recre- 

atlonai use to continue, increasing soil surface, dl sturbance, so1 i compact Ion, and 
surface runoff. These factors, along wlth potentlai decreases 1n vegetatlve cover, 

would lead to increased erosion. The increased erosion wou id be fo I lowed by ln- 
creases In runoff and sedimentation. The slgnlflcance of the impact would depend on 
the severlty and intensity of use. 

Vegetatlon. The present slight loss of vegetatlon would continue. Many of the rec- 
reatlonal actlvltles (e.g., four-wheel dr lve tours) have no impact on vegetation, 

wh 1 ie others have a temporary impact. in most cases there wou Id be no permanent 

loss of vegetatlon. 

Transportat ion. New roads and trails could be established. At the very least, thls 
action would help to malntaln exlstlng trails and roads in a condltlon adequate to 

al low continued use, servlng to malntaln or Increase the overall transportatlon net- 

work. 

MAI NTENANCE OF 5 Ml LES OF DEVELOPED H IK I NG THAI LS 

Recreation. Maintenance of developed hlklng tralis would protect the dollar lnvest- 

ment In these facllltles and ensure the continued avallablilty of recreational hlk- 

lng opportun ltles. 

ISSUANCE OF PERMITS FOR ORV EVENTS 

Sol Is and Water Quality. The severity of impacts to solls from continued ORV use 

(such as motorcycle and four-wheel drlve actlvlty) 1s directly related to the lnten- 

lntenslty of use (Snyder, et al., 1976). Permlttlng these events annual iy would 

serve to continue the downward trend In watershed condltlon. Onslte gully eroslon 

wou I d increase because runoff wou I d be channel lzed ln tracks and ruts. The 1 ncrease 

in sediment and sailnlty would be dlrectiy proportional to the increased soll com- 

pact Ion, runoff, and erosion caused by such ORV disturbance. 

Vegetatlon. The recreational events that are currently permltted would have no slg- 

n 1 f leant Impact on vegetat lon, since the vegetatlon In the affected areas has al- 

ready been d1 sturbed. New actlvltles mlght impact vegetation, depending upon the 

iocatlon and extent of surface use. 

Livestock Grazlng. No slgnlflcant loss of ilvestock forage 1s antlclpated at thls 

time from any recreational event that might be permitted. Present actlvltles are 

scheduled so as not to bother I lvestock. 
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:4AIhTtNAlvCt OF 10 MILES OF L'tVtLOPED MOTOKCYCLt TRAILS 

Recreation. Maintaining developed motorcycle trolls ___- 
vestment In these facilltles and ensure the continued 

motorcycle use opportunities. 

MAI kTtNANCE OF 27 Ml LES OF DtVl;LOPED SCENIC ROADS 

Recreation. Maintalnlng 27 miles of developed scenic 

Investment ln these facilities and ensure continued 

opportun itles. 

would protect the dot tar Tn- 
avai labliity of recreatlonai 

“odds wou Id protect the do1 Tar 

access to seen ic retreat lona I 

CONTI iuUATlON OF RIVER MANAGLMENT PROGRAM ON COLORADO AND DOLORES RIVERS 

Recreation. COntinuatiOn of the present rlver management proyram would provlde for 

visitor safety and enjoyment wh 1 le protect1 ny seen lc retreat lonal resources0 Thl s 

wou 1 d resu it in 1 ncreased retreat lonat enjoyment, srnce the long-range trend 1s to- 

ward an increase In demand for recreational use of the rivers. 

CONTlhUATION OF RIVER MANAGEMENT UNDER WILD AND SCENIC RIVLRS ACT 

Wi Idl ife. Contlnued management of 65 ml les of study corridor along the Colorado and 

Dolores rivers as requlred by the W 1 Id and Scenic Rlvers Act wou I d prevent human oc- 

cupancy and lntruslons on wiidllfe habitat. Populatlons of peregrlne falcons, bald 

and golden eag les, and blghorn sheep would remaln stable or increase as a result of 

this action. 

Kecreatlon. Thls action would also prevent any change In the character of the ri- 

vers until such tlme as Congress acts on the recommendation, and would help protect 

scenic recreational qualltles from degradatlon that could impair future recreatronai 
enjoyment. This could result ln increased recreational enjoyment, since the long- 

range trend 1s toward Increased recreational use. 

DESIGNATION OF 1,375-ACRt OUTSTANDING NATURAL AREA 

Recreation. The deslgnatlon of 1,575 acres of Negro Bll i Canyon as an Outstandlng 

Natural Area (ONA) wou Id serve to ldentlfy It and attract attention to It. As a 

result, vlsltatlon and recreational use would Increase, since the pubi ic would be 

aware of the area. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

IMPLEMENTATION OF A LIMITED SUPPRE5SION POLICY ON 188 MILLION ACRES 

Solls ana Water Quality. Implementing a llmlted flre suppression policy would pro- - ______ 
duce a higher short-term sedlment yl- old ano surface runoff due to a 1,jc.k of ground 

cover. But as ve$t:- f t ian beccxrltt\ reestab I1 shed, long-term sedlment yield would de- 

crease, and water inf i itratlon would be improved, lowerind the suspended sollds in 

stream water. ti limlted suppression policy would therefore result In a long-term 

improvement ln water quality. 
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Air Quality. __-_~-__ Air quality would decrease significantly during any Surnlng of vegctd- 

tlon, and the vlslblllty of flre and smoke woluld decrease visual quality as well. 

However, this decrease In air quality and vlsibillty would be of short durat!on, and 

the air would return to Its present quality when the flre was extlngulshed. 

Vegetatlon. The impact of a limited flre suppression policy on vegetatlon would de- 

pend on the number of flres that occur and the size of each fire. 

past 3 years (lY79 th:&ugh 1981 ), 

Averaged over the 

58.6 flt-es have burned 808.3 acres each year. 

Any fires that meet the requirement for. this management action (f lres that do not 

threaten life or property) would cause a short-term loss of vegetatlon, particularly 

plnyon-junlper and sagebrush. The lmmedlate decrease ‘in vegetation would last for 2 

to 3 years, until a variety of forage species becomes establlshed on the site. This 

would also depend on the seed source onslte at the time of the fire. The over al I 

long-term Impact on vegetation wou Id be an increase In deslrab le (forage species) 

vegetat Ion. 

Livestock Ggazlng. The Impact on livestock cannot be quantified at this time, be- 

cause there Is no way of know1 ng how many acres wou Id be affected. Exlstlng forage 

would be lost immediately as a result of any fires, but forage quality and quantity 

wou Id be Increased over the next few years. Llvestock product Ion wou I d I ncrease 

until pinyon-juniper and sagebrush begln to domlnate agaln (wlthin 15 to 20 years). 

WIldlIfe. lmplementatlon of a llmlted fire suppresslon policy on deslgnated plnyon- 

juniper and sagebrush communities would lncr’ease forage for wlldllfe ungulates, as 

we1 I as for nongame blrds and mammals. Deer and elk populatlons would increase as a 

result of this actlon. 

PRESCRIBED FIRES AND SEED I NG ON 14,149 ACRES 

Sol Is, Water Quality and Alr Quality. The impacts of prescribed flre and seeding on 

sol Is, water qua I I ty, and alr quality would be the same as those described under 

lmplementatlon of a lImIted fire suppression policy. 

Vegetation. Since thls prescrlption includes seedlng of sites after a prescribed 

fire, and since the sites (Appendix T of the draft) have been selected for thelr po- 

tentlai for success, the impact would be an Increase In deslrable vegetation over 

the long term. The lnltlal Impact would be a loss of exlstlng vegetatron, but grass- 

es and herbaceous specjes would dominate wlthln 2 to 3 years. Later, as the site 

progresses In ecological stages, sagebrush (In 10 to 15 years) and plnyon-junlper 

(In 20 to 25 years) would begln to domlnate. 

Livestock Grazing. Because these areas are unproductive, they are not be1 ng grazed 

by I i vestock; therefore, there would be no short-term Impact to Ilvestock. The 

long-term effect of prescribed fires on these 12 allotments would be an rncrease In 

I ivestock forage of 1,282 AUMs. 

Wildlife. Forage for wIldlife ungulates and nongame birds and mammals would be in- 

creased by 488 AUMs, and populations of deer and elk would increase as a result of 

this actlon. 
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Recreation. The increase in populattons of deer and elk would result In an Increase 

in recreatlonal hunting actlvlties~ 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Economic impacts of the proposed plan are discussed below as they relate to the 

planning Issues. The methodologies and computations that were used to estimate eco- 

nomlc impacts were discussed In Appendix V of the draft. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO CRITICAL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

lmplementatlon of sallnlty control treatments, dlverslon and evaporaton of water 

from Stinking Spring, vegetation manlpulatlon, land and watershed treatments, man!- 

pulatlon of livestock grazing on saline solls, and ORV restrictions would contrlbute 

to the reduction of sediment that originates In the GRA. 

This reduction would increase the electrical production, flood control, recreation, 

and water storage values of Lake Powel 1 and reduce the maintenance costs of smal I 

livestock reservolrs downstream from the points of erosion. Reducing the salt pick- 

up by water orlglnating in the passlng through the GRA’s crltlcal watershed areas 

would reduce the costs associated wlth the use of saline water in the lower Colorado 

Rlver basin. There would be a I oss of value whenever a management act Ion reduces 

the amount of water that enters the Colorado River. 

Vai ue estimates for those management actions where slgn I f Icant changes In water 

yield, sedlmentatlon, and salt loading could be quantified are presented In Table 

2-l e Because these values would be real lzed by numerous water users, the management 

actions would have a negllylble impact on any particular water user. The benef Its 

of preservlng soll productivity could not be quantified. 

The proposed application of the 01 I and gas leaslng categories would afford greater 

protectlon to local water users from water contamlnatlon. Water-based retreat ion a- 

long Ml 1 I Creek and Thompson, and agricultural water dlverslons along Flay, Dlamond, 

Cottonwood, Nash, and Westwater washes would have greater protectlon from surface 

water contamination. Cul lnary water depends upon spr Ing and we1 I water, wh lch at 

most requires chlorlnatlon* These water sources would be afforded greater protec- 

tion under the proposed plan than they receive at present. Contami natlon of these 

water sources would force communities either to use more chlorine to treat the water 

or, If certain water quality thresholds are exceeded, to find new water sources0 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

The proposed management actions for wh Ich impacts are quantifiable include contlnua- 

tlon of present livestock management, Implementation of I lvestock manipulation tech- 

n iques, maintenance of exlstlng land treatments, Implementation of new land treat- 

ments, authorlzatlon of grazing at the level of the past 5 years’ average use, 

changes In season of use, changes In class of livestock, manlpulatlon of livestock 

grazing on saline soils, conslderatlon of certain lands for disposal, lmplementat9on 

of a limited fire suppression policy, and lnltlatlon of prescribed fires and seed- 

1 ng. 
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a Includes indirect and induced Impacts as calculated by the Bureau of Reclama- 
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b Does not include 1 ndlrect and 1 nduced Impacts as calculated by the Bureau of 

Ret lamatlon. 

C 

L 

The life of the project would be Infinite. 

TABLE 2-1 

Sallnlty and Sediment Economic Benefits 

of Varlous Proposed Watershed Management Actions (ln 1981 Dol lars) 
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These quantlflable management actlons would affect elther the amount of forage or 

Phe time of Its availability to llvestock operators. This In turn could affect 
rancher’s Income, wealth, and abl llty to obtain loans, with some spinoff Income and 
employment effects through the local economy* 

Under the proposed plan, none of the 31 independent cattle operators would In the 

long fun have less available forage than their exist-lng use. In the short term, t 

opera to rs ould, on the average, have 30 percent more available forage, and t 
erators wou I d, on the average, have 2 percent less available forage. In the long 

term, vegeta? Ion man lpu lat ion and land treatments would provide 19 percent more 

forage for 16 operators. If this forage Is grazed, cattle operators ould real lze 

an added $96,250 In returns above cash cost, a 12 percent Increase over what these 

operators now earn (see Tab le 2-2). 

Under the proposed plan, one sheep operator have a short-term increase of 23 

percent in available forage, and three operat oul d have a 13 percent short-term 

decrease In available forage. In the long term, two operators would have 16 percent 

less available forage, resulting In a $25,25 decrease in revenue above cash cost, 

12 percent less than what these operators n In the long term, eight of the 

14 sheep operators ould, on the average, have 26 percent more ava I lab le forage than 
their existing use. If the added forage Is grazed, sheep operators would eat lze an 

added $31,933 in returns above cash cost, a 3 percent increase over at these 
operators no earn (see Table 2-3). 

Changes In season of use wou Id al so af feet ranchers’ 1 ncane. The spr lng (March 

through May) exclusions of livestock would be of particular concern to livestock 

operators, since they have few opflons hIch to respond to these exclusions. 
Most operators can either purchase feed lace the forage, shift forage that Is 
normal iy used in other months to this period, or reduce herd size so that forage 

produced from the base proper-i-y 111 Ias? longer. 

Rep lacl ng sprl ng for-age ith purchased hay should represent a worst-case analyslse 

Feeding hay during the spring may adversely affect welght galns and reduce gross 
revenues. If the hay Is fed on alfalfa-producing property during the spring, alfal- 

fa yields may be affected, and bloating problems may arlse. al I of the 

sprfng exclusions in the proposed plan ould extend the ava liable use of the GRA 
forage during some other season. In some cases, It may be possible to shift forage 

normal ly used during these other seasons (mostly inter) to the excluded period In 

sprlng. In addltlon, base properties could increase alfalfa production, which 1s 

slgnlficantly less expensive than purchasing the hay. Also, reducing the herd size 

Is usually a more economical response to spring exclusions than are hay purchases 
(Godfrey, 1981 ). 

Under the proposed changes In season of use, three of the 31 Cattle operators would 

be totally excluded from using GRA forage durlng some time in the spring. The cost 

of replacing this forage lth alfalfa purchased at $75 per ton ould be $1,450. In- 

cluding both the spring exclusions and other grazing changes, these cattle OperatOrS 

could real lze a I oss of up to 31 percent In returns above cash costs. 

Under the proposed plan, total cattle herd size could increase by 13 Percent, and 

total sheep herd size could increase by 1 percent, which impl les an aggregate ln- 
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TABLE 2-2 

Number of Cattle Operators Affected ‘Jnder the Proposed Plan and Degree of impact 

Percent Increase from Percent Decrease from 
Existing Use and Revenues Not Exist i ng Use and Revenues 

5-100 Ii-50 l-10 Affected i-10 1 l-50 51-100 

Public Rangeland 

For age 2 7 7 15 0 0 0 

Total Feed 

Requl rements 0 5 11 15 0 0 0 

Operator Returns 

Above Cash Cost 0 7 9 15 0 0 0 

Note: Changes are based on average use over the past 5 years. 

TABLE 2-3 

Number of Sheep Operators Affected Under the Proposed Plan and Degree of Impact 

Percent Increase from Percent Decrease from 

Exi sting Use and Revenues Not Exi sting Use and Revenues 

5-l 00 1 l-50 l-10 Affected l-10 1 l-50 51-100 

Pub I Ic Rangeland 

Forage 0 0 

Total Feed 

Requirements 0 0 

Operator Returns 

Above Cash Cost 0 0 8 4 1 1 0 

I Note: Changes are based on average use over the past 5 years. 
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crease In ranch value. However, two sheep operators wou Id have less aval lable for- 

age, resulting In an estimated 7 percent reduction In thelr ranch carrying capacity, 

which lmplles a reduced ranch value. 

Grazing permits that do not increase a ranch’s carrying capacity (I.e., permits that 

do not reflect avallable forage) may have speculat!ve value. Under these condl- 

t ions, any decrease from active preference could impact an operator’s wealth. Under 

the proposed plan long-term grazing pr Iv! leges would be reduced by 32,41 1 AUMs. At 

a market val ue of $60 per AUM for ELM graz 1 ng perm1 ts, total operator wealth cou Id 

decline by as m.uch as 91 ,944,660, a 6 percent reduction ln base property value* 

Lend1 ng I nstl tut ions base loans on a number of factors, lncludlng the rancher’s 

abi I Ity to repay the loan. The repayment ab1 II ty Is usual ly measured by the ranch- 

er’s likely future income with the loan. Because aggregate rancher Income 1s ex- 

pected to fncrease under this alternatfve, most ranchers’ abilrty to repay a loan 

should also Increase. Several sheep operators would realize a long-term decrease In 
net revenue, and therr abl I Ity to repay loans shou Id thereby decrease. 

Base propertles are used as collateral for some types of loans. If lending 

lnstltutlons base thelr ranch assessments on grazing prlvlleges that do not reflect 

aval I ab le forage, then any reductton from active preference cou Id have some ef feet 

on the total Indebtedness al lowed. 

The agyreyate short-term and long-term rancher impacts from changes In available 

forage and season of use are summarlzed in Table 2-4. 

Under the proposed plan, the 22 independent cattle operators resldlng In the GRA 

would earn an added $97,223 (23 percent) In returns above cash costs. Increased 

rancher Income and herd size would also have lndlrect and induced local employment 

and Income effects. Long-term regional Income and employment due to I fvestock 

operators In the GRA would Increase by $156,785 (+3 percent) and seven jobs (to.2 

percent) (refer to Table 2-5). 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO WILDLIFE 

The economic impacts related to wlldllfe are described In the sectlon on economic 

Impacts related to retreat ion. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO OFF-ROAD VEHICLE DES I GNAT IONS 

ORV Iim~tatlons and closures would have little impact on actlvftles that normally 

require BLM authorlzatlon, since authorized actlvitles are exempt from ORV llmita- 

tlons and closures. Actlvltles that do not not-pal ly require BLM authorlzatlon 

(prospectfng, surveying, rancher ORV use) would, however, require such authorIzatlon 

for ORV travel In llmlted and closed areas. Authorization would require greater 

time and planning by the BLM and those involved In the impacted actfvltles. 

Slgnlficant delays could affect the economics of some actlvltles, with resulting 

impacts to local sales, Income, and employment. Under the proposed plan, 35 percent 

of the GRA would be under ORV closure or Ilmltatlon. Depending upon the delay, the 

size of the ORV IImitatfons and closures could s!gnlflcantly affect those actlvlties 

requiring ORV travel that do not normally requlre BLM authorlratlon. 
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TABLE 2-4 

Summary of Short-Term and Long-Term Economic lmpdcts 

to Livestock Operators under the Proposed Plan 

Current Short Lony 

Cattle Operators Situation Term Term 

Gross Revenue $ 1,962,085 $ I ,990,472 B 2,077,798 

Total Cash Cost 1 ,038,598 I ,042,814 1,059,511 

Returns Above Cash Cost 923,487 947,658 1,015,297 

Returns to Labor and Investment 482,876 505,873 569,845 

Sheep Operators 

Gross Revenue r6 2,367,988 6 2,330,227 B 2,389,712 

Total Cash Cost 890,974 850,l 17 874,722 

Returns Above Cash Cost 1,477,014 1,480,l 10 1,514,990 

Returns to Labor and Investment 1,239,055 1,018,860 l,ll2,909 

t 

NOTE : These budgets assume that ranchers have no long-term outstanding debt and 

that al I operating capital is borrowed. These assumptions tend to under- 

estimate cash costs and overestimate returns above cash costs. 

TABLE 2-5 

Impact Area’s Income and Employment Due to Livestock Operators 

In the Grand Resource Area under the Proposed Plan 

Exist1 ng 

Employment I ncome 

(Jobs) (DoI lars) -- 

Proposed 

Employment Income 

(Jobs) (DoI lars) 

Agr Icu lture 26 $ 537,325 31 B 657,923 

Reta i I and Services 9 177,043 10 

Other 6 160,345 7 

41 $ 874,713 48 

Source: Gee, 1982; USFS, 1982. I 
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See Economic impacts Related to Recreation and CrItical Watersheds. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO LANDS ACTIONS 

The likely methods of dlsposfng of public lands under the proposed plan include: 

1. Sales 9,489 acres 

2. Retreat Ion and Pubi Ic Purpose (RLPP) Leases 1,820 acres 
3. txch anges 320 acres 

Because Grand County’s payments In lieu of taxes (PILT) are constrained by Its popu- 

iat Ion, the pubilc land sales could only Increase county revenue. RBPP leases that 

go to patent would also Increase county revenues. 

State lands do not contrlbute to county revenues- Exchanges with the State would 

not Impact county PliT If the exchange takes place wIthin the same county, and Utah 

Senate 611 I 61 would prevent any possible loss of PILT payments to local governments 

because of an exchange of pubi ic lands for State lands outside the county. 

The proposed dlsposai would increase the amount of pr Ivate land near Moab and Spa- 

nlsh Val ley by 39 percent and near Castle Valley by 30 percent. if these lands are 

as suitable as the exlstlng avaIlable private land, this Increase In private land 

would be large enough to have a depressing ef feet on nearby private land market 

pr Ices. Green River could also be affected, but to a lesser extent because of Its 

larger pr Ivate land base relative to the nearby acreage proposed for disposal . 

Sales of Isolated land tracts some distance from exIstIn communItIes should not Im- 

pact private land pr Ices. If sultable private land Is aval iable, RLPP leases could 

have a depressing ef feet on land prices. However, the communities (i.e., residents) 

would save money by not having to purchase private land, and there Is some doubt as 

to the avaIlablllty of suItable private lands for the desrred uses (pistol range, 

water tanks, and dump sites). 

The economic Impacts antlclpated from acqulsitlon of an access easement across prl- 

vate lands are dlscussed In the section on economic Impacts related to recreation. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO UTILITY CORRIDOR DESIGNATION 

The exclusions could lengthen the constructlon time for a major right-of-way. Added 

construction time would increase cost which, If sIgnIf lcant, coui d deter the ioca- 

t Ion of a major rlght-of-way. Lengthenlng construction time could also temporarily 

Increase local employment and Income. 

The 48,245-acre avoidance area I nvolves 2 percent of the GRA. The avoidance shoui d 

have lIttIe effect on the duration of constructIon, or on the lIkeI Ihood that a ma- 

jor right-of-way would be located In the GRA, and should therefore have lIttIe eco- 

nomIc ef feet. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO MINERALS 

There would be no mlneral related economic Impacts from leaving the entire GRA open 

to mining claims. 
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The proposed appl lcatlon of the 01 I and gas leasing categories would increase the 

acreage that Is under the more restrictive categories. 

Greater piannlng and coordlnatlon are required for 011 and gas actlvItIes In Cate- 
gory 2 areas, particularly because of seasonal restrlctlons for wlidilfe and crltl- 

cal watersheds. Actlvltles In Category 3 areas require dlrectlonal drfl Ilng, which 

has technoioglcal limltatlons, requires more time to achieve a given depth, and uses 

speclailzed equipment and techn lques which are more expensive. 

The greater cost associated with leasable mineral actlvltles In Category 3 and some 

Category 2 areas would deter some of these activities from taking place. However, 

since activIt?es under these categories are more expensive, those that do take place 

would make greater contributions to local sales, 1 ncome, and employment. The total 

exclusions under Category 4 could only decrease the local contribution made by oil 

and gas actlvitles. Using the decreased 091 and gas drlillng estimates given eat-ll- 

er (refer to the analysis of envIronmental Impacts under Mlneral Resources on page 

2-179, it Is estimated that eventually there would be two to five fewer jobs (-0.1 

percent) and $35,000 to $85,000 less wages, saiarles, and proprietors” income In the 

GRA. Royalties from the decreased 01 I and gas product Ion wou id give the State 

$70,000 less revenue. 

See also Economic Impacts Related to Hecreatlon and Crltlcal Watersheds. 

ECONCMIC IMPACTS RLLATEU TO RECREATION 

BLM's recreation management can affect the local economy by changing (1) the number 
of people who vlslt the GRA, (2) their length Of Stay, and (3) the m9x of recrea- 

tlonai actlvltles In which people participate. 

Greater vlsltation or lonyer lengths of stay would increase local sales, employment, 
and Income. Certaln recreation actlvltles (hunting, boatlng, and motorized recrea- 

tlon) are associated with greater local expenditures than are other actlvltles. 

Management actions that encourage partlc9patIon in these more expensive actlvltles 

over other actlvltles would also result In greater iocai sales, Income, and empioy- 

ment. 

The relatlonshlp of visItatIon by actlvlty type to local sales, Income, and empioy- 

ment can be quantlfled; however, quant 1 f yl ng the reiat lonsh Ip between management ac- 

tlons and vlsltation to the GRA has not been posslbie for most actlvltles. The 

analysis of economic impacts on recreation, therefore, consists of 1dentlfyIng and 

d 1 scussl ng management act Ions that cou i d af feet those retreat ionai resources ldent l- 

fled as being the most important to the iocai economy. 

Llvestock and wIi,dilfe management actlons, utlllty corridor avoidance areas, and 

f Ire management under the proposed plan would contr 9bute to projected big game popu- 

idt ion 9 ncreases, which would result In higher hunter success rates. The d1 stance 

hunters must travel and hunter success rates have been found to be the primary de- 

termlnants of hunter pressure on deer herds In Utah (Wennergren, et al., 1973). 

Higher success rates woui d encourage more hunters to hunt 1 n the GRA. Assuml ng that 

population/harvest and harvest/hunter ratios would remaln constant, projected hunter 
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pressure and expend I tures wou I d Increase local Income by as much as $185,000 and em- 

ployment by as many as seven jobs (USFS, 1982). To draw the greater hunter pres- 

sure, hunter success rates would have to be hlgher than the ex9stIng success rates. 

Since it was assumed that success rates would rema9n constant, the potential In- 

crease In local Income and jobs would be somewhat lo 

Increased wIldlIfe populatlons are not expected to draw more nonconsumptive wIldlIfe 

use and related expenditures to the area. 

The ORV restrlctlons and closures would reduce recreational ORV travel. However, 

the majority of ORV users who v9sIt the area travel along existing roads and trails. 

Also, much of the restrIcted acreage 9s In areas of low recreational ORV use* These 

restrIctIons and closures would therefore have IIttle If any recreation related lo- 

cal economic Impact. The quality scenic, camping, and prlmltlve nonmotorlzed recre- 

at Ion opportun Idles wou I d be preserved or improved in several local ly Important re- 

treat Ion resources* The ORV restriction In Negro Bill Canyon should help preserve 

the exlstlng commercial horseback use of the canyon and al low the trend to 

creasing ccmmerclal use to continue. 

Securing permanent public access to Westwater Canyon’s ex9stIng takeout point would 

prevent the possible loss of local sales dIscussed below. 

Boating use through Westwater Canyon 9s restricted to avold exceeding the canyon’s 

environmental carry9 ng capacl ty. Except during h9gh water, closure of the exlstlng 

private takeout facil Ity ould add a day to the typIcal Westwater trip. Since most 

of the private users float through Westwater In a day, loss of the private takeout 

ould Increase the number of overnlght trips In the canyon. In order not to exceed 

the canyon*s carry1 ng capacl ty, the number of private users would have to be further 

restr Icted. Commercl al operators cou Id either use their river al location to take 

er passengers down for a longer tr9p or use motors (10 percent of the commercla t 

users are now uslng motors). Overal I, fewer people would be ab le to float West- 

ater, resulting In a loss of local sales, Income, and employment. 

Locatable mlneral activltfes could take place with a mInImum of restrIctions In 

those public recreation areas which are of local econom9c Importance. Such actlvl- 

ties could affect recreation use and related local expenditures, and possibly affect 

the demand for commercial outf I tter services. 

The Colorado RI ver corridor and the Westwater Canyon and the BehInd the Rocks WSAs 

would be closed to leasable mIneral actlvitles under the proposed plan. The Colora- 

do River corr Idor, Including the Westwater WSA, is of local economic Importance. The 

Behlnd the Rocks visual resources are viewed by a locally signlflcant number of 

tourists and have a high potential for commercial and greater private use. Leasable 

mining activltles would also be controlled In several other recreation areas* Pr e- 

vent9ng degradat9on of these recreation resources would al low the trend toward In- 

creas9ng recreation use to continue, benefiting commercial outfitters and other 

tourist related businesses. The slgnlflcance of these management actlons to the 

tourist Industry cannot be quantlfled. 

Malntainlng recreation facllltles would allow the trend toward IncreasIng recreation 

use and related local expend9tures to continue. 
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Designating Negro Bill Canyon as an ONA would increase public awareness of this area 

and could result in slightly increased recreation use and related local expendl- 
tures. Designation could also Increase the demand for ccmmerclal outfitter services 

through the area. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO FIRE MANAGEMENT 

The limited suppresslon policy would still require the existing fire crew size. The 
fire crew would spend less time on fires and more time working on other BLM pro- 

jects. Although fire program costs are expected to decrease, the local importance 

of BLM activities would not change. 

The prescribed fires would benefit 1 I livestock operators. If the added forage 9s 

grazed, these operators would realize an est lmated addltional $8,000 In returns 
above cash costs (+l .I percent), which would generate an added S3,636 In local In- 

direct and Induced wages, salarles, and proprietors’ Income. 

SOCIAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PLAN 

None of the management actions would af feet the existing socl al environment of com- 

munlties In the area. The plan wou I d place greater restr Ict ions on I ivestock use, 

ORV use, and mlneral activltles. Except for several livestock operators there would 

be few impacts to the social well-being of indlvlduals or groups. In fact, several 

groups (hunters, primit9ve nonmotorized recreation users, commercial outfitters, and 

the retail service Industries that cater to tourism) could benefit s9g~9f9cantly 

under the proposed plan. However, this plan would probably be perceived by most 

residents as having a significant negative Impact upon the local community. 

I n general, local attitudes toward BLM wou I d probably worsen because of the Increas- 

ed restricttons and less local resource use and development that would be al lowed. 

These att9tudes would vary, however, by those Tndlviduals and groups who would gain 

and those who would lose under this plan. Refer to the Economic Impacts section for 

identif9cation of losers and gainers. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

This section identifies adverse Impacts on land uses and components of the human en- 

vironment that would result from the proposed plan. These are actual iy residual im- 

pacts that would rema9n after mitigation. They are also pr 9mary impacts for analy- 

ses (or changes, as identified earlier in this chapter). 

SOI LS AND WATER QUAL I TY 

Since the Environmental Consequences section describes the impacts upon a resource 

after mitigation, the detailed adverse Impacts may be found there. Any form of sur- 

face disturbance would result In changes in vegetative cover, water Infiltration 

patterns, 9 ncreases 1 n runof f, and subsequent increases t n eros Ion rates. These In- 

creases in erosion often are substantial enough to affect sediment and salinity of 

the upper Colorado River basin. However, under the proposed plan, they would be 

minimized by land treatments and control of surface disturbing activities in 

critical watersheds. 
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Soil resources on 11,629 acres would be lost to BLM management through lands dlspo- 

sal. An additional 1,600 acres would be disturbed through the development of sand 
and gravel sites. 

VEGETAT I ON 

Vegetation on 9 9,629 acres would be lost to BLM management through lands disposal. 

Loss of vegetation would occur on 1,600 acres of sand and gravel sites. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Livestock use would be redWed by 558 AUMs through manipulation of livestock graz9ng 

on highly saline soils. A total of 153 AUMs would be lost to BLM management through 

lands disposal. 

WILDLIFE 

There would be a loss of wildlife habitat productivity under continuation of present 

livestock management. 

Wildlife habitat would be adversely affected on nine allotments (Including one al- 

lotment that has riparlan and aquatic habitat). Deer, elk, blghorn sheep, and ante- 

I ope wou I d cant lnue to compete w9 th I Ivestock for forage and space on the affected 

al I otments, and riparlan and aquatIc habitat would continue to decrease in ecologi- 

cal condition. 

Oil and gas activities could have unavoidable Impacts on wlldllfe (except for those 

areas having Category 3 and 4 des 9gnat9ons). Bighorn sheep could be lost through 

stress and displacement because up to 75 percent of their yearlong habitat could be 

occupied by ofi and gas actlvltiese 

Development of existing potash leases or additional areas with lease potential could 

occupy approximately 50 percent (13,567 acres) of the blghorn sheep habitat. 

Ml NERAL RESOURCES 

Under the proposed plan, the following mlneral resources cou I d be removed annual ly 

from the geologic formatlons and environments here they naturally occur: uran lum, 

1 ml1 lion pounds of yel lowcake; placer gold, 550 ounces per year; 011, 49,500 bar- 

rels; and natural gas, 9,560,OOO to 9,960,OOO MCF. The volume of potash that could 

potentially be removed Is UnquantIfIable at this time. 

Ml NERAL RIGHTS 

Under the proposed plan, 1,850 acres would continue to be withdrawn from the filing 

of mlnlng claims. 

V I SUAL RESOURCES 

There would be short-term unavoidable impact to visual quality on 32,960 acres as a 

result of pinyon-juniper chaining. 
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RECREATION 

The designation of 635,894 acres as limited or closed to ORV use would reduce oppor- 

tunities for recreational OKV use. 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Season of use changes and reductions in available forage would affect I lvestock op- 
erators, and base property values cou I d be reduced. Private land values could be 

affected. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN’S ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE 

AND ENHANCEMtNT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

This section Identif Ies the trade-offs between short-term use and long-term produc- 

tlvl ty of the resources Involved. For this analysis, short-term refers to the 
period of iirq9ementation of the plan within about 5 years, and long-term refers to 

the period of up to 20 years or beyond In which the adverse or beneficial impacts 

would stll I occur. 

SOILS 

In the short term, sol I loss from vegetation manipulation and mineral development 

would Increase. Soil loss would continue unde,r some of the livestock actions In the 

proposed p Ian. Some actions (e.g., livestock manlpulatlon techniques, changing sea- 

son of use, and manipulation of llvestock grazing) wou Id ensure I ong-term produc- 

tivity. 

Long-term productlvlty of the soils woula decline where erosion rates continue to 

exceed the T value. Vegetation man ipulat Ion would help Increase the long-term pro- 

ductivity of the soils once vegetation has been reestablished. 

In the long term, Increased soil loss would be expected In areas of Intensive ORV 

use. Also in the long term, Increased vegetative production and ground cover would 

reduce soil loss and provide long-term net Improvements to the solls resource. 

WATER QUAL I TY 

Overal I water qua II ty, more specifical ly sediment and sal Inlty to the Colorado RI- 

vet-, would Improve under the proposed plan. Water yield would decline because of 

the Impound9 ng of saline surface runoff and saline point sources, and through im- 

proved water i nf i ltt-at Ion. Water quality conditions would decline slightly in the 

short term because of vegetation manIpulatlon and surface disturbing actIvIt9es. 

However, In the long term, once vegetation has become reestab llshed and ground cover 

i ncreased, the watershed condl tlon shou Id Improve. Water quality may decline In 

some areas because of emphasis on I Ivestock grazing and production based resource 

uses such as mineral development. 

VEGETATION 

Under the proposed plan, short-term uses of the vegetation resource would not be 
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lost over the long term, except through those actions that completely remove vegeta- 

tlon without later rehabi l Itat?on3 (e.g., certain mining areas that remain In pro- 
ductlvlty), or that take vegetation out of BLM management. 

Other management act Ions, although possibly resulting In short-term loss of vegeta- 

t Ion, would not result In a long-term loss of productlvlty. MIneral actlvlty would 

cause a short-term loss of vegetation, but It could be recovered through rehabll ita- 

tion measures In most areas. 

Land treatments and prescr Ibed fires would result In a short-term loss of vegeta- 

t Ion. Long-term product Ivity wou Id Improve as a result of the treatment, and the 

areas could be maintaIned In high product1vIty through foilowup treatments. These 

areas would eventual ly return to their present ecologlcal condltlon If the treat- 

ments are not maIntaIned. Disposal of land would take vegetation out of BLM manage- 

ment. Livestock manlpulatlon techniques, changes In seasons of use, etc. wou Id help 

ensure long-term productivitys 

L I VESTOCK GRAZING 

Total llvestock forage would Increase over the long term by 5,060 AUMs. SpecIf Ic 
act ions that restr Ict I ivestock grazing wou Id decrease Ii vestock product Ion over 

both the short and long terms. 

WILDLIFE 

Land treatments and prescribed fires would result In a short-term loss of wildlife 

forage, but over the long term, forage productlon for wlldllfe would be Increased. 

Short-term mineral actlvitles such as 011 and gas exploration and mining of locata- 
ble minerals would result In a loss of forage (caused by surface dlsturbance) and 

the displacement of wildlife (caused by human occupancy). Long-term product I vl ty 

would probably not be affected, because after mineral actIvItIes have been complet- 

ed, the disturbed areas would be rehabilitated, and wlldllfe could agaln occupy the 

area. 

Long-term product Iv I ty of wIldlIfe habitat would be Increased through changes In 

season of use, changes In class of llvestock and reservation of al I forage and space 

on Pear Park, Spr Ing Creek, and Castle Val ley for wInter/sprIng use by deer and elk. 

Long-term productlvlty for blghorn sheep In the Potash area would be lost If exlst- 

I ng potash leases are developed to f ul 1 potent1 al 0 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

In the short term, cultural resources could benefit because the Increased project 

work would create the need for cultural lnventorles and clearances on the lands to 

be affected by the projects. In the long term, high value sites would benefit from 

IdentI f IcatIon and protect Ion. 

VI SUAL RESOURCES 

Such short-term uses as cha In Ing and land treatments and those associated with 
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energy, mlnlng and related development wou Id create short-term changes In visual 
quality; however, these uses would not significantly change visual quality over the 

long term. This Is because the visual characteristics would essentially be returned 

to their original state by natural revegetatlon and by rehabllltation work required 

under the regulations. 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Short-term I1 vestock product ion and ranchers’ income wou Id be less than long-term 

I ivestock production and ranchers’ income under the proposed plan. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

This section identifies the extent to which the proposed plan would irreversibly 

Iim1t potential uses of the land and resources. lrrevers lb le and irretr Ievab le com- 

mitments of resources occur when future opt Ions are foreclosed. 

SOILS 

Due to the slow rate of so11 development, subsequent soil productivity would be 

Irretrievably commItted in areas where erosion rates exceed the T value. 

T Value 

(In Tons per Acre per Year) Inches of So11 Loss Per Year 

1 = .0063 

2 = .ot 25 

3 = .0188 
4 = .0250 

5 = .0313 

Areas of surface disturbance and accelerated erosion are areas where human activity 

has caused soil loss values to exceed the natural rate of soil development. 

VEGETAT I ON 

Monies, fuels, and materials used to conduct and malntaln land treatments are consl- 

dered to be Irretrievable. 

Vegetat Ion 1s a renewab le resource, and any loss or use through most of the manage- 

ment actions is considered to be lrretr ievable, but not an Irreversible commitment. 

Although It would take time In some cases, reclamation would keep lnltial vegetative 

loss from being irreversible. Vegetation on any lands that are d1 sposed of would be 

irretrievably lost to BLM management. 

L I VESTOCK GRAZING 

Approximately 153 AUMs would be lost through lands disposal. 
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WILDLIFE 

011 and gas discoveries wlthln wlldllfe habitat areas that become developed 01 I and 

gas fields would result In an Irretrievable loss of habitat for deer, elk, bighorn 

sheep, and ante1 ope. Bighorn sheep habptat would be Irretrievably lost if existing 

potash leases are developed to f ul 1 potent? al 0 

Ml NERAL RESOURCES 

The leas? ng and removal of 01 I, gas, and potash ould result In the Irreversible and 

irretr Ievable loss of those resources. No estimates of potash removal volumes are 

feas lb le. 011 removal rates are estimated at 49,500 barrels per year. Product Ion 

from uranium mining claims could be as high as 1 ml I lion pounds of yel lowcake per 

year, and gold production could be as high as 550 ounces per year0 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Labor and much of the capital resources required to implement the proposed plan 

would be Irretrievably committed. 
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CHAPTER 3 

ADD IT I oNS ANU CORRECT IONS TO THE DRAFT DOCUMENT 

Significant revisions and corrections to the Draft Resource Management Plan and En- 

vironmental Impact Statement (RMWEIS) are presented In this chapter. Typographical 

errors are corrected only where confusing. Errata are not presented for the Summary, 

the Introduct Ion, nor for Chapter 5, Consultation and Coordlnatlon, since these sec- 

tlons have been updated elsewhere In this proposed RMP and flnal EIS. 

All sections of the Draft RMP/EIS pertaining to prel9mInary wilderness suitabIlity 

recommendations are deleted. Refer to the wl lderness sect 9on of the proposed plan 

1 n Chapter 1 of th Is document for more 1 nformation. 

The page numbers that appear along the left margin Throughout- th-Is-- chapter Indicate 

the page of the Draft RMP/EIS on which the addition or correction would appear If 

the entire draft were being reprinted. Lengthy additions are keyed to the draft 

page on which they would begln. Changes to the tex? of the draft are under1 Ined, 

whl le additions are not* 

ADDITION OF SUBALTERNATIVES 

Because they are addlt ions to the Draft RMP/EI S, the subalternatives for livestock 

grazing are described and analyzed in this chapter. 

The management acttons of the subalternat9ves would be shown on draft page 2-5 (for 

Subalternative B, Graze at Preference) and page 2-6 through 2-8 (for Subalternatlve 

13, Reduced Livestock Graz!ng). 

The descriptions of envlronmental, economic, and social impacts of the subalterna- 

tlves ould begin on draft pages 4-37 (SubalternatIve 8) and 4-78 (Subalternative 

D). 

CHAPTER 1, PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA 

Page I- 7 F9gure I-4 Is changed to show the MII I Creek munlclpal watershed ex- 

panded from approximately 2,900 acres to approximately 7,000 acres- 

Page 

Page 

-1 1 Figure l-6 Is corrected to show-that the road Into 

9s not a four-wheel drive route. 

Island 

-20 Figure I-12 Is changed to show the Lisbon Valley f 

and 32 S., R. 24, 25, and 26 E.9 as an 011 and gas 

leld (T. 

product 

n the Sky 

30, 31, 

on area. 

CHAPTER 2, PLAN ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE/ 

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page 2- 1 Under ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED both sentences are de- 

leted. The following Is added: 
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Page 2- 1 

(cont’d.) 

Page 2- 5 

Page 2- 6 

Page 2- 7 

A No Livestock Grazing alternative for tne resource area as a whole 

was considered in the Draft RMP/EIS, but was not included In the docu- 

ment because livestock grazing Is an established use of the public 

lands recogn i red by Congress In the Taylor Grarl ng Act, the Federal 

Land Policy and Management Act, and the Public Rangeland Improvement 

Act. The elimination of I ivestock grazing from parcels of public land 

is considered in the RMP/EIS on a case-by-case basis in the alterna- 

tives and subalternatives. This approach allows removal of livestock 

to be considered for the protection or management of a speci f Ic re- 

source value. 

The following is added after Management Action D-5: 

Subalternative: Continue present management on 722,281 acres (28 al- 

lotments) to maintain and improve present medium to high ecological 

condition and to protect other resource values. Figure 3-i In the pro- 

posed RMP and final EIS shows the general locations of livestock man- 

agement act ions under Subal ternat I ve D. 

The following Is added after Management Action D-6: 

Subalternatlve: Implement I ivestock man ipulatlon techniques on 282,436 

acres (6 al lotments). 

The following is inserted after the last entry under Alternative B: 

Subalternatlve: Authorize al I grazing use at ful I preference levels 

(109,707 AUMs; 11,314 AUMs are presently a V 

maximize I ivestock production. Monitoring 

the draft) will show changes in condition t 

stocking rates should be adjusted. 

ailable for wildlife) to 

studies (see Appendix L in 

hat w i I I determine whether 

’ Estimated future AUMs for this subalternat i ve are 1 16,567 for I ive- 

stock and 14,418 for wildlife. See the additions to Appendix K in 

Chapter 3 of the proposed RMP and final EIS for AUMs by al lotment. 

Management Act ion C-9, the first four lines are changed to read as 

follows: 

Authorize all grazing use at present levels (average of past 5 years’ 

licensed use minus the AUMs lost because of livestock management ac- 

tions in thls alternative equals 71,678 AUMs for livestock); 

Management Action D-9, the first four I ines are changed to read: 

Authorize all grazing use at present levels (average of past 5 years’ 

licensed use minus the AUMs lost because of livestock management ac- 

tions is this alternative equals 70,464 AUMs for livestock). 

The fol lowing Is inserted immediately before Management Action D-10: 
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Rl6E R17E RISE Rl9E RZOE 

I I I I I I 

QUWAY $ VERNAL 

RVATIQN J DISTRICT 

uirements 

a 

URRENT MANAGEMENT 
ELIMINATE LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
RESERVE FORAGE FOR WILDLIFE 
CHANGE CLASS OF LIVESTOCK 

sa -...-.-- --. .- - . -. 

B RESTRICT LImK GRAZING ON SALINE SOILS . 

lh4PLEMFNT LAND TRFATMENTK 
P-J CHAINING 
SAGEBRUSH PLOWING 
DRILL SEEDING 

NOTE 
Malntaln Existing 

Refer to Figure l-2 
of ttia Pmpossd RMP 

Note: Applier only to Public lands; Rivote md State bndo no+ shown. 

FIGURE 3-l 

Management of Livestock Grazing Under Subalternative D 
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Page 2- 7 Subalternative: Authorize grazing use at a reduced level (average of 

(Cont’d.1 past 5 years’ I lcenskd use ml nus the AUMs lost because of I lvestock 

management actions in this subalternative equals 52,255 AUMs for Ilve- 

stock; 11,314 AUMs are presently available for wildlife) to maintain 

and improve present ecologcal condition. Monitoring studies (see Ap- 

pendix L in the draft) wll I show changes in condition that will deter- 

mine whether stocking rates should be adjusted. 

Estimated future AUMs for this subalternatlve are 55,665 for livestock 

and 22,242 for wildlife. See the additions to Apendlx K in Chapter 3 

of the proposed RMP and final EIS for AUMs by al lotment. 

The following is inserted after Management Action D-10: 

Subalternative: Change season of use on 197,829 acres (9 allotments) 

to provide for growth requirements of perennial plants and to restrict 

use of spring forbs by livestock in critlcal wildlife areas. 

The following is Inserted after Management Action D-12: 

Subalternative: El lmlnate grazing on 146,245 acres (6 al lotrnents; 

1,981 AUMs) to protect riparian vegetation and el lminate forage compe- 

tition with wiidlife. 

Page 2- 8 The fol lowing is Inserted after Management Action D-l 3: 

Subalternative: Restrict I ivestock grazing from 536,534 acres (por- 

t ions of 15 al lo1 nents, 5,587 AUMs; and 8 entire allotments, 8,789 

AUMs) to lessen impact on highly saline solls and reduce sal inlty in 

the Colorado River drainage. 

The following Is inserted after Management Action D-14: 

Subaiternative: Eliminate grazing on 20,590 acres (3 allotments; 519 

AUMs) to protect riparian vegetation and a municipal watershed. 

The fol lowing is inserted after Management Action D-15; 

Subalternative: El imlnate livestock grazing on 1,385 acres (1 al lot- 

ment; 39 AUMs) to reserve forage for deer and elk and to protect a cold 

water f I shery. 

The following Is inserted after Management Action D-16: 

Subalternative: Eliminate livestock grazing on 103,487 acres (6 allot- 

ment s; 3,066 AUMs) to reserve forage and space for bighorn sheep. 

Page 2- 9 Management Action A-6, I Ine 1 : 11 ,433 deer Is changed to 9,735 deer and 

747 elk is changed to 1,030 elk. 
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Page 2- 9 

(Cont’d.1 

Page 2-i 1 

Page 2-15 

Page 2-32 

Page 2-35 

Page 2-36 

Page 2-37 

Page 2-46 

Page 2-58 

Page 2-70 

Management Act Ion A-6, line 2: 229 antelope Is changed to 180 antelope. 

Management Action B-7, I Ine 1 : 229 antelope Is changed to 180 antelope. 

Management Act lon D-18, line 3: 1,216 blghorn Is changed to 1,314 blg- 

horn. 

Management Act-Ion B-9, paragraph I, ilne 1: 1,790,549 acres Is changed 

to 1,790,389 acres. 

Management Action B-9, paragraph 2, I Ine 1: 22,411 acres Is changed to 

acres. 22,571 

Management Actlon C-37, ilnes 6 and 7: Cycladenla humll!s var.joneslL 

Is deleted and replaced with Aquilegla mlcrantha. 

in the table following paragraph 2: 11,433 IS changed to 9,735; 747 1s ~ ~ 
changed to 1,030; 1,126 Is changed to 1,314; and 229 is changed to 180. 

Final paragraph, line 3: 29,065 Is changed to 29,165. 

Table 2-5: the last two ilnes under Alternative B are changed to read 

as foi lows: 

Ali Isolated Tracts 8,243 

22,571 -- 

Figure 2-10: isolated Tract la, described as follows, is added: 

T. 17 S., R. 21 E., Sec. 23: SW l/4 (160 acres). 

Paragraph 3. The last IIne Is changed to read as foi lows: 

. 

Figure 2-24 is corrected to show that the road into I siand In the Sky 

is not a four-wheel drive route. 

Table S-3 1 n the Summary of the proposed RMP and f Tnal EIS summarizes 

Tab ie 2-i 1 as corrected* 

CHAPTER 3, AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Page 3- 2 Paragraph 5, the first sentence is deleted and replaced with the foi- 

lowing: 

Water quality varies within the resource area. Typlcaiiy, the head- 

waters of streams withln the Book Cliffs meet asslgned State Water 

quality standards under Part Ii of the Code of Wastewater Dlsposai 

reguiatlons. 
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Page 3- 3 

Page J- 5 

Page 3- 8 

Page 3-10 

Page 3-i 1 

Page 3-13 

Paragraph 6 is deleted and replaced with the following: 

Air quai!ty monitoring is not extensive throughout the GRA. The 

National Park Service monitors fine particulate samplers for both Can- 

yoniands and Arches national parks. Vlsibiiity is also documented 

photographically, and contrast telephotometer readlngs are taken at 
Canyonlands. Some additional air quality monitoring has been done In 

the Ten Mile Wash area by Buttes Resources Company. 

Paragraph 7: the f I rst sentence is deleted. 

Paragraph 7, line I: Aquliegla mlcrantha Is added to the list of sen- 

sitive species. 

Paragraph 5, the second sentence shou I d read as foi lows: 

Estimated current population and estimated prior stable numbers (the 

number of animals present I5 to 20 years ago or UDWR’s herd management 

goals) are given in tabular form for each herd unit along with the cur- 

rent population trend and past 5 years’ average harvest (UDWR, i9Bib). 

After this sentence, the following Is added: 

The term “herd management goa I ” Is more applicable for species that 

were not present 15 to 20 years ago or whose popui at ion is larger now 

than it was at that time. 

Paragraph 6: the foiiowing is added: 

These Include black bear, mountain lion, bobcat, chukar partridge, 

mourn I ng dove, and cottontal I rabbit. 

Table 3-2: 749 is changed to 2,500; 4,700 is changed to 4,770; 749 is - - 
inserted In the Harvest column opposite Herd Z&-B. Table 3-2, as re- 

vised Is reprinted in this chapter. 

Table 3-5: the title is changed to Elk Herd Units, Estimated Current 

Populations, Herd Management Goals, and Population Trends. The column 

head Estimated Prior Stable Population Is changed to Elk Herd Manage- 

ment Goal. Table 3-3, as revised, is reprinted In this chapter. 

Table 3-4: the title IS changed to Bighorn Sheep Herd Units, Estimated 

Current Populations, Herd Management Goals, and Population Trends. The 

second column head Estimated Prtor Stable Popuiation is changed to Big 

horn Sheep Herd Management Goal. Also In Table 3-4: 24 Is changed to 

12; 229 is changed to 179; 81 Is changed to 232; and 251s changed to 

15. Table 3-4, 
-- - 

as rev I sed, Is reprinted in thls chapter. - 

Table 3-5: the title Is chdnged to Antelope Herd Units, Estimated Cur- 

rent Populations, Herd Management Goals, and Population Trends. The 
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REVISED TABLE 3-2 

Beer Herd Units, Estimated Current and Prior Stable Populations, 

Population Trends, and Harvest Data 

Est i mafed Estimated 1976-1981 

Herd Unit Current Prior Stab 10 Population Average 

uldtlon Trend Harvest 

28-B South Book Cliffs 1,500 2,500 Stable to 749 

Increasing 

30-A La Sal Mountain 4,770 15,900 a Stable to 

Increasing 

569 

30-B Dolores 3.465 3,850 Stable b 107 

aAlthough a decllnlng trend Is evidenced by the current and prior stable population estimates, 

Herd Unit 30-A is believed to be stable to slightly Increasing (Smith, 1982). 

)Most of the deer that migrate onto this unit are stil I in Colorado at the time of the Utah 

REVISE0 TABLE 3-3 

Elk Herd Units, Estimated Current Populations, Herd Management Goals, 

and Popu lat Ion Trends 

Herd Unit Current Management Population 

Moab (La Sal Mountalns) 480 1,200 Increasing 

Book Cliffs 425 850 I ncreas I ng 

Dolores Triangle 125 250 Increasing 

aThe Dolores Triangle herd unit has no numerical deslgnatlon. 
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TABLE 3-4 

Bighorn Sheep Herd Un I ts, Estimated Current Populations, 

Herd ManagerEnt Goals, and Pcpu latlon Trends 

Herd Unit 

Est lmated 8lghorn Sheep 

Current Herd Management 

Pcp?l lat Ion Goal 

Population 

Trend 

Westnater 12 a 79 I ncreas I ng 

Confluence (Potash-Mineral Bottom1 232 1,037 I ncreas I ng 

South Book Cliffs 15 98 I n cress I ng 

aUDWR long-range goal. 

TABLE 3-5 

Antelope Herd Un Its, Estimated Current Populations, 

Herd Management Goals, and Pcpulat Ion Trends 

Herd Unit 

Number Name 

Estimated 

Current 

Population 

Antelope Herd 

Management 

Goal 

Pcpu lat Ion 

Trend 

12 Hatch Pol nt 93 a 309 Decreas i ng 

13 CI SC0 87 578 Stable 

aUDWli long-range goal. 
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Page 3-13 

(Cont’d.1 

Page 3-14 

second column head Estimated Prlor Stable Population Is changed to 

Antelope Herd Management Goal. Table 3-5, as revised, Is reprlnted In 

this chapter. 

Paragraph 1, line 1: bonytall chub Is Inserted before and humpback 

chub. 

Page 3-15 

Page 3-16 

Page 3-20 

Page 3-24 

Page J-31 

Page 3-34 

Paragraph 1, line 3: a period Is placed after threatened species. The 

rest of the sentence Is deleted. 

Paragraph 2, line 4: but no nest sites have been IS changed to and one 

nest slte has been. 

Paragraph 4: the first and last sentences are deleteda The fol lowing 

is added. 

Paragraph 3, line 3: the word miners is changed to mines. 

Paragraph 7, line 2: l,OOO,OOO cubic yards Is changed to 2.5 mllllon 

tons. 

Paragraph 1) the fourth sentence !s changed to read as follows: 

Uranlum claims are clustered In areas where host rocks are present, 

such as In the Salt Wash member of the Morrlson Formatlon, In the Moss 

Back member of the Chlnle Formatlon, and at the top of the Cutler 

FormatIon. 

The last line on the page Is changed to read as follows: 

Clsco Wash to Dolores River 4 miles Recreational 

Paragraph 6, the thlrd sentence Is changed to read as follows: 

A ssnsltlve plant, smallflower columbine (Aqullegla micrantha), 

. 

The following is added to Tables 3-13 and 3-14: 

NOTE : These budgets assume that ranchers have no long-term outstandlng 

debt and that al I operatl ng cap1 tat Is borrowed. These assumptions 

tend to underestlmate cash costs and overestimate returns above cash 

costs. 

Paragraph 1, the second sentence Is deleted. 

Paragraph 4, line 2: $325,627 Is changed to $229,251; 13 percent Is 

chanyed to 17 percent. 
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Page 3-37 Paragraph 4, I Ine 1 : $500,000 Is changed to $400,000; 

Paragraph 4, line 2: 45 local jobs Is changed to 30 local jobs. 

Paragraph 8, I lne 3: $500,000 Is changed to $400,000. 

Paragraph 8, Ilne 4: 45 jobs Is changed to 30 jobs. 

CHAPTER 4, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Page 4- 2 

Page 4- 3 

Page 4- 5 

Page 4-15 

Page 4-26 

Page 4-29 

Page 4-33 

Page 4-34 

Page 4-37 

Under ANALYSIS GUIDELINES, Item (1) Is changed to read as follows: 

Dlscusslon of Impacts is generally llmlted to those that would be 

be slgnlflcant; however, In some cases lnslgnlflcant Impacts are 

discussed to show that they were consldered. 

lmmedldtely before MINERALS, the following Is added: 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE USE AND MANAGEMENT 

There Is a lack of actual ORV use data In the GRA. 

Paragraph 5, I Ine 2: 40 allotments Is changed to 38 allotments. 

Paragraph 6, 21 allotments Is changed to 23 allotments. 

Paragraph 6, line 2: 20,000 Is changed to 50,000; 600,000 to l,OOO,OOO 

MCF Is changed to 10,000,000 MCF. 

Paragraph 11, line 2: 1,320 acres Is changed to 1,480 acres. 

Paragraph 3, llne 5: the last sentence Is changed to read as 

follows: 

Thls could exceed the visual quality standards for the VRM class 

(see Visual Resources above), In both the short and long terms, depend- 

on the extent of 011 and gas actlvltles In these areas; such a change 

would be lnconslstent with management goals. 

The fol lowing Is added to Table 4-l : 

NOTE : These budgets assume that ranchers have no 

debt and that al I operating capital 1s borrowed. 

tend to underestlmate cash costs and overestimate 

costs. 

long-term outstanding 

These assumpt lons 

returns above cash 

Paragraph 3, I Ine 2; 15,679 acres 1s changed to 15,839 acres. 

Paragraph 4 1s changed to read as follows: 
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Page 4-37 None of the management actions would impact local communities so far 

(Cont’d.) as to notlceably affect their existing social environment. Alternative 

B would place fewer restrIctIons on actlvltles taking place on public 

land. This alternative would be percetved by most residents as having 

greater beneflclal impact on the local economy. 

After paragraph 5, the fol lowlng 1s added: 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF SUBALTERNATIVE B, GRAZE AT PREFERENCE 

AUTHORIZATION OF GRAZING AT FULL PREFERENCE 

Solls and Water Quality. AuthorIzatIon of grazing use at ful I refer- 

ence levels would lead to an increase In surface runoff, erosion, and 

sed I mentation. This would be caused by increased soI1 dtsturbance and 

so11 compaction, as wel I as decreased vegetative cover* Ecological 

condltlon should decline. As this occurs, soil loss values and gul ly 

and rlll erosion would exceed the T values, and so11 productivity would 

dec I1 ne. 

. Assuming that the I lvestock operators would license up to 

their preference numbers, ecological condltlon would decline throughout 

the resource area* Only In areas where no grazing takes place (Inac- 

cessib le areas) or where grazing 1s now I lcensed at preference, would 

ecologlcal condition remain as at present. Present ecologlcal condl- 

tlon is due, In large part, to the past use that the area has received. 

An Increase In use would cause a greater Impact to the vegetative re- 

source. Other proposed management a&Ions, such as llvestock manlpula- 

t ion techn Iques, would lessen the Impact. 

LIvestock Grazing. The future AUMs shown In this management actlon 

represent the total of changes that would result from all actions under 

AlternatIve B. Impacts are analyzed In the narrative for each of these 

actIons. 

WildlIfe. The authorlzatlon of grazlng use at full preference levels 

would cause habItat concerns for wildlife ungulates on ten allotments 

and for rlparlan and aquatlc habitat on four allotments. 

On the Blue HIII Allotment, deer populations would remain stable or In- 

crease, and elk populations would continue to Increase. The portion of 

the al Iotment withIn the area of concern 1s a wheatgrass seeding (3,043 

acres) which 1s grazed 1n May- Any add1 t lonal I1 vestock numbers wou I d 

not affect the crltlcal winter-spring perlode 

Through an Increase 1 n I1 vestock numbers, there Is a potent1 al for 

greater competltlon between llvestock and blghorn sheep on seven al lot- 

ments, prlmarlly during the winter and early spring* These allotments 

are Arth’s Pasture, Blg Flat-Ten Mile, Kane Springs, Llttle Hole, 

Potash, Rattlesnake, and Sprl ng Canyon Bottom. Seasons of use and spe- 

cies overlaps are shown In Appendix I of the draft. 
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Page 4-37 Under full preference levels of grazing use, antelope populatlons would 

(Cont’d.) remain stable on the Bar-X Allotment dnd decrease on the Wlndwhlstle 

Al lotment. 

The rlparlan and aquatic habitat would continue to decrease In ecolo- 

glcal condItlon, at a faster rate, on the Cottonwood, Olamond, Granlte 

Creek, and Showerbath Springs al lotments. 

Because grazlng carrying capacltles have not been establlshed for the 

allotments wlthln the resource area, It 1s not known what addItIonal 

Impacts would result from full preference grazing levels. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF SUBALTERNATIVE B, GRAZE AT PREFERENCE 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO CRI T I CAL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

lncreaslng the amount of sedfment that orlglnates In the GRA would re- 

duce the electrical production, flood control, recreation, and water 

storage values of Lake Powel I and increase the maintenance costs of 

smal I livestock reservofrs downstream from the points of eroslon. In- 

creasing the salt pickup by water orlglnatlng In and passing through 

the GRA’s crltlcal watershed areas would increase the costs associated 

with the use of saline water 1n the lower Colorado River basln. There 

would be a benef It whenever a management act Ion increases the amount of 

water that enters the Colorado River. Grazlng at act lve preference 

would result in an unquantlflable Increase 1n sed?mentat1on, salt plck- 

up> and water yield. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Allowing grazing at active preference would provlde the operators wlth 

the flex1billty to increase herd sizes 1n response to good range and/or 

economic condltlons. However, true forage productlon In many al lot- 

ments IS likely to be less than active preference, and grazing at this 

level would eventually result 1n decreased calf and lamb weights and 

Increased I 1 vestock I osses. Much of the increased forage represented 

by a move to active preference could not be utlllzed by exlstlng GRA 

livestock operators because of a lack of forage durlng other times of 

the year. 

Grazlng at active preference would represent an average 42 percent ln- 

creased use by cattle operators and a 92 percent increased use by 

sheep operators. If operators were to yraze at active preference, or 

as close to active preference as they could, cattle operators would 

realize a cumulative Increase In returns above cash cost of 17 percent, 

and sheep operators would realize a cumulative increase 1n returns 

above cash cost of I I percent (see Table 3-1 1. Because In many cases 

forage product 1on Is expected to be less than active preference, graz- 

1ng at active preference could result 1n short-term economic gains with 

long-term economic I osses. 
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Page 4-37 Ranch values and the operators’ ablllty to obtaln loans would not be 

(Cont’d.) affected- 

The posslble short-term economic galns would have short-term lndlrect 

and Induced local Income and employment effects; however, there would 

be no long-term local lndlrect or induced economic effects. 

TABLE 3-I 

Summary of Short-Term Impacts to 

Livestock Operators Under Sufjalternatlve B 

Cattle Operators Sltuatlon Short Term _ 

Gross Revenue $1,962,085 $2,268,849 

Total Cash Cost 1,038,598 1,164,757 

Returns Above Cash Costa 9.2 3, 4 8 7 1,104,092 

Returns to Labor and Investmenta 482,876 671,635 

Sheep Operators 

Gross Revenue $2,367,988 $2,639,668 

Total Cash Cost 890,974 999,647 

Returns Above Cash Costa 1,477,014 1,640,021 

Returns to Labor and Investmenta 1,239,055 1,383,508 

a These budgets assume that ranchers have no long-term outstandlng debt 

and that al I operatlng capital Is borrowed. These assumptlons tend to 

underestlmate cash costs and overestimate returns above cash costs. 

ECONOM I C I MPACTS RELATED TO RECREAT I ON 

Livestock grazlng at active preference would negatlvely affect blg game 

populatlons and reduce hunter success rates. The distance hunters must 

travel and hunter success rates have been found to be the prlmary de- 

termlnants of hunter pressure on deer herds ln Utah (Wennergren, et al. 

1973). Lower success rates would discourage hunters from hunting ln 

the GRA. Decreased hunter pressure would reduce the $130,000 of per- 
sonal income and flve jobs now attributable to huntlng In the GRA. 

SOCIAL IMPACTS OF SUBALTERNATIVE B, GRAZE AT PREFERENCE 

None of the management actions would Impact local communll-les so far 

to not lceab I y af feet thelt- exist I ng socl al .envlronment. Subalternat 1 

B would place the fewest restrlctlons on actlvltles taking place on 

pub I Ic land. Thls subalternative would be perceived by most resldent 

as hdvlng the greatest benef lclal impact on the local economy. 

as 

ve 

S 
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Page 4-37 

(Cont’d.) 

Page 4-49 

Page 4-55 

Page 4-57 

Page 4-62 

Page 4-64 

Page 4-75 

Page 4-76 

Page 4-77 

In general, local attl tudes toward BLM wou Id Improve because of the re- 

duced restrlctlons dnd yreater local resource use and development 

al lowed. These attitudes wou I d vary, however, by those lndlvlduals and 

yroups who would gain and those who would lose under this alternative. 

See the Economic Impacts sectlon for the ldentlf lcatlon of garners and 

losers under this subalternatIve. 

Parayraph 6, IIne 4: the word loss is changed to 

The following 1s added to Table 4-4: 

NOTE : These budgets assume that ranchers have no 

debt and that al I operating capital 1s borrowed. 

tend .to underestimate cash costs and overestlmate 

costs. 

Paragraph 7, the last sentence 1s changed to read 

lost. 

long-term outstanding 

These assumpt Ions 

returns above cash 

as follows; 

Assumlng that population/harvest and harvest/hunter ratios would remaln 

constant, projected hunter pressure and expenditures could Increase 

local Income by as much as $185,000 and employment by as many as seven 

jobs (USFS, 1982). 

Paragraph 3, llne 1: the word plans 1s changed to plants. 

Paragraph 9. The last llne 1s changed to read as follows: 

exIstIng runoff, sedlment, and salt yields, by allotment (Appendix D). 

The fol low1 ng 1s added to Table 4-8: 

NOTE : These budgets assume that ranchers have no long-term outstandIng 

debt and that al I operatlng capital 1s borrowed. These assumpt tons 

tend to underestlmate cash costs and overestimate returns above cash 

costs. 

Paragraph 1 1s changed to read as follows: 

Refer to AlternatIve D, Economic Impacts Related to Recreation (D-6, 

D-8, D-9, D-IO, D-11, D-12, D-13, D-14, D-15, D-16, D-21, D-27, D-30, 
D-42, and D-43). 

After paragraph 4, the following 1s ad,ded: 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO RECREATION 

(D-6, D-7, D-8, D-9, D-l 0, D-l 1, D-l 2, D-13, D-l 4, D-15, D-16, D-21, 

D-27, D-30, D-42, D-43) 

These management actions would contribute to projected big game popula- 

t ion 1 ncreases, which would result In hlgher hunter success rates. The 
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Page 4-77 distance hunters must trdvel and hunter success rates have been found 

(Cont’d.) to be the primary determinants of hunter pressure on deer herds 9n Utah 

(Wennergren, et al., 1973). Higher success rates would encourage more 

hunters to hunt 9n the GRA. Assuming that population/harvest and 

harvest/hunter ratios would remain constant, projected hunter pressure 

and expenditures could increase local income by as much as $190,000 and 

employment by as many as seven jobs (USFS, 1982 ). 

Page 4-70 In the first paragraph under SOCIAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 0, 

PROTECTION, the f lrst sentence is changed to read as fol lows: 

ORV use, and mlneral actlvltles. 

lmmedlately before UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS, the following Is added: 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF SUBALTERNATIVE D, REDUCED LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

CONT I NUAT I ON OF PRESENT LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT PRACT ICES 

Soils and Water Quality- Contl nuat ion of present I9 vestock management 

practices on 28 allotments would Impact so91 through surface dlsturb- 

ante, sol I compact ion, decreased water Inflltratlon, and changes In 

ground cover e Since these factors influence the erosion rate and sedl- 

ment yl el d, eroslon rates and trends would continue at present levels. 

Malntarnlng the present medium to high ecologIcal condltlon would allow 

so91 loss values to remain at or below the T value. Any increase In 

ecological condition would increase production of vegetation. De- 

creases In so91 erosion general ly follow Increased vegetation, although 

soil changes generally lag behind plant changes (USDA, 1976). Crltlcal 

eros 9on 9n these areas 9s associated w Ith slopes greater than 50 per- 

cent. These areas are usually In medlum or hlgh ecologlcal condltlon, 
and the excessive erosion rates are geologic in nature rather than 9n- 

duced by human activity. 

. Contlnuatlon of current livestock management on 28 al lot- 

ments (see the addlitlons to Appendix K later 9n this chapter) would 

affect ecological condltlon. Much of the area that Is not grazed 

during crlt9cal growing perlods 9s In htgh or climax condltlon at pre- 

sent. These s9tes would continue 9n high or climax condltlon. On other 

sites, since present ecological cond9tlon results partly from past 

I lvestock use, present management at the level of the past 5 years’ 

average use would malntaln ecological cond9tlon 9n most ?nstances. Some 

sites that receive substantial livestock use would decline 9n ecologl- 

cal cond9t?on as deslrable forage plants are replaced by undesirables 

that are not components of the site In upper seral stages. 

. Malntalnlng the present ecologlcal condltlon would 

malntaln the present forage yield and enable Ilvestock grazing to con- 
ttnue at current levels. 
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Page 4-78 WildlIfe. Continuation of present livestock rnanagement on 28 al lot- 

(Cont’d.9 ments would not af fett wild I I fe ungulates on 23 of these a9 lotments; 

however, on the remaining five a9 iotments, there would be some habitat 

cancer ns. 

On the Blue Hi1 I Allotment, the deer population is stable to increasing 

and the elk population Is increasing. However, this allotment hds been 

identified as an area of potential for competition with livestock. 

Since reproductive success and fawn or calf survival depend largely on 

the condition of the female an lmal when she leaves the winter-sprlng 

range, forage quality and quantity must be sufficient to support these 

herds through the winter and spring (Wallmo, 1981; Kerr, 1979). 

Threshold ievels for livestock and elk competition problems are un- 

known. 

There Is a potent1 al for desert and Rocky Mountal n blghorn sheep to 

compete with domestic sheep and cattle for forage and space on the 

Arth’s Pasture, Big Flat-Ten Mile, and Rattlesnake a9 lotments. Spec I- 

f ic ev idence, documented by several researchers, indicates that 1 Ive- 
stock compete directly with bighorn sheep for forage, space, and water 

(BLM, 1981~). Bighorn populations are increaslng, and they would con- 

tinue to increase until threshold levels are reached. 

Domestic sheep could also transmit parasites and disease to bighorn 

sheep on the Big Flat-Ten Mile and Rattlesnake al lotments. Thresh0 Id 

levels for livestock and blyhorn sheep competltion and parasite and 

disease transmission are unknown. 

Under current management, antelope populations would decrease on the 

Windwhistle Allotment. Drought, severe winter weather, and marginal or 

unsuitable habitat conditions have contributed to the presently de- 

creasing population trend. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF LIVESTOCK MAN IPULATION TECHN IQUES 

Soils and Water Quality. Livestock manipulation techniques would re- 

duce runoff, sediment, dnd salt by 9 5 percent after 9 5 years (BLM, 

1977c). Improving low to medium ecological condition In overuse areas 

would reduce sediment and potential salt loads by 15 to 45 percent. 

lmprovl ng overuse areas to high ecological condition would reduce 

sediment and potential salt loads by 30 to 65 percent. Reduct Ion est i- 

mates were derived by compar I ng universal sol I loss estimates for 

saline-alkali soils (Appendix C In the draft). 

Vegetation. It is estimated that perennial forage plants would In- 

crease by 5 to 25 percent. Water developments may improve I lvestock 

distribution and thus improve ecoioglcdl condltlon in previous heavy 

use areas. A plant’s health and survival depend on Its abilities to 

synthesize dnd store food, form vegetative structures for renewal of 

top growth, maintain a healthy root system, and develop reproductive 

organs (Stoddart, et di ., 1975). Grazing, through removal of photo- 
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Page 4-78 synthetic leaf tissue, Interferes with these processes. Systematic 

grazl ng management Is designed to offset these impacts by providing 
rest. 

LIvestock Grazing. Fences, water developments, and rotation of grazing 

use areas wou I d have a greater Impact on cattle than on sheep, because 

cattle are social an lmals and creatures of hablt. Any slgn If lcant 

change in their habitual use patterns through concentration, change In 

season of use for a partlcu lar use area, or change In pasture would 

have a short-term impact on their wel I-being and productive capacity. 

Concentration of livestock would reduce the opportunity for selective 

grazlng and cause them to utilize less palatable forage plants. Their 

lnltlal response to concentration In a single grazing unit would be to 

walk the fences, spending less time grazlng; thls would result In 

weight loss, potentl al reduct Ion In calf crop percentage, I lghter 

cal ves, and possibly a longer period of adjustment to the seasonal 

movement of I 1 vestock. However, as cattle become adjusted to the 

perfodlc pasture changes and replacement animals remaln In the herd, 

the potential for Improved productlon In terms of calves and pounds of 

beef wou I d be enhanced because of the Increased forage product Ion as a 

result of grazing systems and because new areas of the allotment could 

be used 1 f waters are devel aped. 

WildlIfe. This action would improve water and cover and reduce spat!al 

compel-It-Ion for wildllfe ungulates. Deer populatlons would remain sta- 

ble to IncreasIng, and elk populations would conttnue to Increase. 

Antelope population trends for the Hatch Point herd (Herd Unit 12) can- 

not be anticipated, since this herd currently has low numbers and !s In 
a downward trend. The decreasing trend Is attr lbuted to drought, se- 

vere winter weather, predation and marginal or unsuitable habltat 

conditions, 

Imp lementatlon of I lvestock management techn lques wou Id Increase year- 

long forage, provfde addltlonal water, and reduce spatial competltlon 

of bighorn sheep on the Ten MI le Point al lotment. Blghorn sheep pop- 

ulations are expected to continue to increase as a result of reduced 

spatial competltlon and Increased forage avallablllty (BLM, 1981c). 

Wl nter/spr lng forage would be increased through managlng for a sub- 

climax seral stage on the followlng allotments for the species Indl- 

c ated : Hatch Point, deer, elk, antelope, and blghorn sheep; Lisbon, 

deer, elk, and antelope; Nash Wash, deer; Professor Valley, deer and 

elk; Steamboat Mesa, deer and elk. 

lmplementatlon of llvestock manlpulatlon techniques on five al lotments 

would improve water and cover and reduce spatf al competlt Ion of w Ild- 

life ungulates. The Wll low Flats Allotment does not have wildlife 

cancer ns. 
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Page 4-78 AUTHORIZATION OF GRAZING AT KEDUCEO LEVEL 

(Cont’d.1 

SolIs and Water Quality. Authorlzaton of grazl ng at a 27 percent re- 

duced level would lead to an overall decrease in surface disturbance 

and plant defoliation. Both of these fdctor-s I nf 1 uence the soi 1 ‘s sus- 

ceptibility to erosion and sedimentation. Maintainlny existing medium 

or high ecological conditon would minimize sol1 loss estimates and keep 

soil loss values below the T value. Impacts for areas where grazing 
would be el iml nated w I1 1 be analyzed under the appropr late management 

act ions. 

Vegetation. On the 616,267 acres that are in hfgh and climax condl- 

t ion, no sign If icant impact to vegetation wu 1 d occur. On the 923,383 

acres that are In low to medium condition, ecological condltlon would 

probab ly dec 1 I ne even further. This would be especially true on llve- 

stock concentration areas (around waters, bedding grounds, etc.), and 

these are estimated to be less than 5 percent of the resource area. 

Much of the acreage ment loned (808,241 acres) I ies In al lotments where 

livestock grazing would be eliminated. Impacts on these areas will be 

analyzed under the appropriate management actions. 

Livestock Grazing. The future AUMs shown In thl s management action re- 

present the total of changes that would result from al I act Ions under 

Alternative U. impacts are analyzed In the narrat Ive for each of these 

act ions. 

Wildlife. Continued authorlzatlon of yrazlng use at present levels 

would cause some habitat concerns for wildlife ungulates on five allot- 
ments. 

On the Blue Hi I I Al lotment, deer populations wouto remain stdbfe to in- 

creasing and elk populations would Increase. 

There 1 s potent I al for competition between I lvestock and bighorn sheep 

on three al lotments (ArthIs Pasture, dig Flat-Ten Mile, and Rattle- 

snake), prlmarlly during the winter and early spring (see Appendlx 1 in 

the draft for seasons of use and species overlaps). 

Antelope populations would decraase on the WindwhIstle Allotment. The 

decreasl ng trend is attributed to drought, severe winter weather, pre- 

dat ion, and marglnal or unsuitable habltat condition. 

CHANGES IN SEASON OF USE 

Solls and Water Quality. Changl ng the season of use on the Barley 

Flat Ronzio, Bar-X, Bogart, Corral Wash, Harley Dome, Highlands, Monu- 

ment ‘Wash, San Arroyo, and Sulphur Canyon allotments would result In an 

anticipated reduction of 1,836 acre-feet In runoff, 106,083 tons of 

sed I ment, and 3,564 tons of salt delivered to the Coforddo River In 3 

years. These est lmates were der lved using an averaged 30 percent re- 

duction of the existing runoff, sedfment and salt yields by allotment 
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Page 4-78 (see Appendix D in the draft). 

(Cont’d.) 

Vegetation. The proposed season of use changes wou Id Improve the con- 

dition of desirable forage areawlde. The start of the growing season 

1s the most critical time for the plant. Grazfng at this tfme, partf- 

cularly on at-id ranges, 1s detr 

19751, and repeatedqsprlng graz 

1972). 

Studies conducted (Cook, 1971 I 

those In the planning area have 

ship between season of use and 

mental to the plant (Stoddart, et al., 

ng 1 s damaglng (Holmgren and Hutch Ings, 

n western Utah on ranges sfml lar to 

showp that there Is an lnterrelatlon- 

ntensl ty of harvest 1 ng vegetation by 

grazing. These studies found, without exceptlon, that excessive spring 

grazing reduced twig length In browse and number of seed stalks In 

grasses and caused a larger portlon of the plants In each species to 

die. Cllpplng In the sprlng caused about 89 percent more death loss of 

plants and about 54 percent greater crown reduction In living plants 

than dld harvestl ng In other seasons. There were no slgnlflcant dif- 

ferences among the average death losses from fal I, early winter, and 

late wl nter harvest I ng. 

Most of the season of use changes ould result 1n protectIon for the 

plants during the crltlcal period beglnnlng mtd to late March. Pheno- 

logy studies conducted from 1978 through 1981 show thls to be the date 

throughout the majority of the GRA.) 

A change In season of use on summer grazing al lotments 

forage plants to begin bu II dl ng their carbohydrate reserves before 

grazlng beglns In June. 

Changing the season of use to restrict spring grar- 

ing on nine allotments would slgnlficantly decrease the I1vestock pro- 

gram. Spring forage provides more nutrltlon than forage grazed during 

any other season of the year (Cook, 1971 1, and nutrltlous forage 1s 

crltlcal to gestation and lactation, which take place during the 

sprl ng* The lndlvldual animals ould not have access to this spring 

forage. (Impacts of this action are dlscussed further In the draft 

under Economic impacts, Alternative D, Protection). 

WildlIfe. This action would restrict livestock use of Inter/spring 

forage, al lowing antelope and blghorn sheep populations to remain sta- 

ble or increase as a result of improved habitat (BLM, 1981c; BLM, 

1970). Bfghorn sheep compete for forage and space on the Harley Dome 

Al I otment. Antelope compete with llvestock for spring forbs on the 

Bar-X, Corral Wash, Harley Dome, San Arroyo, and Sulphur Canyon allot- 

ments. 
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Page 4-78 ELIMINATION OF GRAZING ON SIX ALLOTMENTS 

(Cont’d.) 

Soils and Water Quality. Ellminatlon of grazing on 146,245 acres to 
protect rlparlan vegetation would decrease soil disturbance and in- 

crease riparlan vegetation along the streams, wh ich woui d in time de- 

crease channel bank eroslon, stop minor slash and debris movement, and 

stabi I ize the chdnnet , Improving the overal I water quality of the 

drainageways. Water temperatures should decrease s.3 ightly. 

Vegetation. Most of the acreage In these al lotments Is not In the ri- 

par I an zone. The r iparian areas are where the greatest Impact from 

I lvestock grazing occurs. Throughout the majority of the area (139,302 

acres or 95 percent) there would be no change in ecological condition. 

There,would be a change toward climax condition in the riparian areas. 

This wouid be a rapld change because of good ecological site potential 

(Dahlem, 1979). 

Livestock Grazing. Elimination of grazing from these six allotments 
would result in the loss of 1,981 AUMs of livestock forage. 

Wi3dl lfe. The eliminatlon of livestock grazing from the Diamond, Cot- 

tonwood, Flay Canyon, North River, North Sand Flat, and Showerbath 

Springs d! lotments would restore and improve rlparian and aquatic habl- 

tat that has been degraded by concentrations of I ivestock along these 

drainage bottoms. 

These concentrations have also resulted in the degradation and loss of 

habltat for fish and nongame birds and mammals. This action would al- 

low vegetation to become established and stream banks to stabll lze. As 

a result of the fmproved habitat, populations of fish and nongame birds 

and mammals would increase; deer populations wouid remain stable, since 

forage is not the limiting factor. An additional 1,981 AUMs would be 

available for use by wiidllfe. 

RtSTKlCTlON OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING FROM SALINE SOILS 

SolIs and Water Quality. Restrict ion of I lvestock grazing on 536,534 

acres of saline soils would reduce the 391,090 tons of sediment deii- 

vered annual 1y to the Colorado Rlver system. Assuming that 3 percent 

of this sediment is salt (BLM, 1977~1, there would be an annual reduc- 

tion of 11,733 tons of sait introduced Into the Colorado River. There 

would also be a reduction of 1,272 acre-feet of runoff, reducing the 

salt load to the Colorado River by another 3,460 tons per year. The 

total salt reduction would be 15,193 tdns. 

Vegetation. Livestock grazing gives a competitive advantage to some 

plants by decreasing the vigor of grazed species. The vigor of these 

grazed plants would increase In areas of grazl ng restrictions. The 

vlgor of previously ungrazed plants would be maintained or decrease. 

The net effect would be an improvement in ecologlcal condition. 

3-20 



Page 4-78 Although the vigor of individual forage species wou I d increase, the in- 

(Cont’d. 1 crease in density would not be as high for those species that reproduce 

primarily by seed, since they would not receive the benef icl al ef feet 

of livestock trampling0 

The rate of recovery in 3ow condition areas would be slow because of 

the lack of precipitation and the poor productivity of soils. 

Livestock Grazing. Restriction of I ivestock from these areas would re- 

sult in a I oss of 14,376 AUMs of 1 ivestock forage. 

Wild1 ife. Restriction and elimination of- 1 ivestock grazing from these 

23 a3 lotments woui d increase forage, water, and cover for nongame wi 1 d- 

1 Ife species. Antelope populations would remain stable. 

ELIMINATION OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING TO PROTECT RIPARIAN AREAS AND 

MUN ICI PAL WATERSHED 

. Elimination of iivestock grazing on the Be- 

tween the Creeks, Mi 1 I Creek, and South Sand Flats a3 iotments would de- 

crease soiS disturbance and increase riparian vegetation along the 

streams, which wouid decrease channel bank erosion, reduce minor slash 

and debris movement, and stabilize the channel, improving the overali 

water quality of these municipal watersheds~ Fecal co3 I form levels 

should be maintained within State water quality standards and water 

temperatures should decrease slightly. 

Vegetation* In the Between the Creeks and Ml 11 Creek al lotments, I Ive- 

stock grazing has general ly been conf I ned to the stream bottom. In 

these areas, ecological condition would improve rapidly (Dahlem, 1979). 

There wou I d be no change in condition throughout the remainder of the 

two a3 I otments. The South Sand Flats Al lotment is grazed in areas a- 

part from the stream bottom. Ecological condition would improve here 

as wei1 as in the riparian areas. Any resultant increase in deer num- 

bers cou id reverse the upward trend in eco logical condition through in- 

creased grazing pressure- 

Livestock Grazing. This action would resu it in the loss of 519 AUMs on 

three al lotments. 

Wildlife. The elimination of livestock grazing from Between the 

Creeks, Mil 1 Creek, and South Sand Flats al lotments would restore and 

improve riparian and aquatic habitat that has been degraded by concen- 

trations of livestock along these drainage bottoms. 

These concentrations have ails.0 resu ited in the degradation and loss of 

habitat for fish and nongame birds and mammals. This action would aY- 

low vegetation to become established and stream banks to stabi 1 ize. As 

a result of the improved habitat, populations of fish and nongame birds 

and mammals would increase; deer and elk populations would remain sta- 

ble since forage is not the limiting factor. 
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(Cont’d.1 

ELIMINATION OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING TO BENEFIT DEER, ELK, AND FISH 

Soils and Water Quality. Elimination of livestock grazing on the Gra- 

nite Creek Allotment would reduce fecal collform levels, decrease 

water temperature, Increase terrestrial food for cold water f lsher ies, 

and reduce sediment levels. Channel banks would become stable through 

the decrease in soil disturbance from the elimination of livestock and 

the increase In vegetation. 

Vegetation. Ecological condition would improve through the el iminatlon 

of 1 i vestock graz i ng. 

Livestock Grazing. This actlon would result In the ioss of 39 AUMs of 

forage to livestock grazing. 

WlidJife. The elimlnatlon of livestock grazing would protect rlparian 

and aquatic habitat on the Granite Creek Allotment. Forage for deer 

and elk would increase by 39 AUMs. Concentration of cattle in the 

drainage bottom has resulted In degradation and loss of fish and wild- 

life habitat. Fish popuiations (including trout) would increase as a 

result of thls action (ELM, 1981c). 

ELIMINATION OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING TO BENEFIT BIGHORN SHEEP 

Soils and Water Quality. Elimination of livestock grazing on the Kane 

Spr I ngs, Little Hole, Mineral Point, Potash, Spring Canyon Bottom, and 
Ten Mile P 0 Int al lotments would result In decreased sol 3 dl sturbance 

and compac t ion of soils that are presently grazed. Runoff would de- 

crease and water Inf fitration would improve. Soil loss estimates would 

be reduced by as much as 45 percent as a result of this action. Sal i- 

nlty benef I ts would be minor. 

Vegetation. Vegetation on these 103,487 acres would improve in ecolo- 

gical condition. Any significant Increase in bighorn sheep numbers 

would reverse the upward trend in vegetative condition because of their 

Increased year-round use. 

Livestock Grazing. Livestock HUMS would be reduced by 3,066. 

Wildlife. The elimination of llvestock grazing from SIX al totments 

would ellmlnate forage and spatial competition of bighorn sheep and re- 

duce the potential of disease transmission to bighorn sheep from domes- 

tic sheep. Forage for bighorn would increase by 3,066 AUMs. The big- 

horn sheep population would Increase as a result of this actlon. 
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Page 4-78 ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF SUBALTERNATIVE D, REDUCED LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

(Cont’d.) 
ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO CHIT ICAL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

Restriction of 1 lvestock grazing from 536,534 acres to Lessen the im- 

pacts on highly saline soils and reduce salinity in the Colorado River 

drainage would reduce the amount of sediment that originates in the 
GRA. This wou i d benef It the electrical product ion, f 3006 control, re- 

creation, and water storage values of Lake Powell and reduce the maln- 

tenance costs of smaJ 1 Jivestock reservoirs downstream from the points 

of erosion. Reducing the salt pickup by water originating in and pass- 

fng through the GRA’s critical watershed areas would reduce the costs 

associated with the use of saline water in the lower Colorado River 

basi na There would be a I oss of value whenever a management act ion re- 

duces the amount of water that enters the Colorado River. 

The benefits of preserving soil productlvlty could not be quantified. 

The decrease in sedimentation of Lake Powel I would result in an esti- 

mated annual benefit of $2,000 within 3 years* The benefit from de- 

creased sal I nity, including Indirect and induced Impacts as caicuiated 

by the Bureau of Reclamation, Is estimated at $760,000 per year within 

3 years after implementation of the subalternative. The annual benefit 

from decreased saJlnity alone is estimated at $580,000, and the annual 

value loss from decreased water yield would be approximately $127,200. 

LCONOMI C IMPACTS RELATED TO LIVESTOCK GRAZI NG 

The quanti f I ab le management act ions In this subalternative include Im- 

plementation of Jivestock manipulation techniques, changes In season of 

use, and restriction and elimination of livestock grazing. Other man- 
agement actions from Alternatlve D, which are not replaced with a sub- 

alternative, include consfderatlon of certain lands for disposal, re- 

str ictions on ORV use, and lmplementatlon of a limited fire suppression 

policy. These act ions wou I d af feet either the amount of forage or the 

seasons when public rangeldnd forage would be available to lIVeStOCk 

operators. This in turn could affect ranchers’ income, wealth, and 

ability to obtain loans, with some spinoff income and employment 

effects through the local economy. 

Two cattie operators would have a short-term increase of 35 percent In 

ava I lab le forage. Nineteen operators would have an average 61 percent 

short-term loss of GRA forage, resulting in a decrease of $139,000 in 

returns above cash cost, 31 percent less than what these operators now 

earn* 

In the long term, five of the cattle operators would, on the average, 

have 26 percent more avallable foraye than their existing use- If the 

added forage is grdzed, these cattle operators would realize an added 

$10,000 In returns above cash cost, a 4 percent increase over what they 
now earn. In the long term, 19 operators would have an average 40 
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Page 4-78 percent loss of GRP. forage, resultlng In a $139,000 decrease In returns 

(Cont’d.1 above cash cost, 31 percent less than what they now earn (Table 3-Z). 

These flgures nearly obscure the fact that eight of these operators 

would be totally excluded from using forage ln the GRA, and that their 

returns above cash cost would decrease an estimated 73 percent. Al I of 

the eight operators have herds of fewer than 100 head of cattle. 

Twelve sheep operators would have an average 54 percent short-term loss 

of GRA forage, resulting In a decrease of 5483,804 In returns above 

cash cost, 38 percent less than what these operators now earn+ 

In the long term, three of the 15 sheep operators would, on the average 

have 14 percent more avallable forage than their exlstlng use. If some 

of the added forage 1s grazed, these sheep operators would real Ize an 

added 96,200 In returns above cash cost, a 2 percent increase over what 

they now earn (Table 3-3). 

Ten sheep operators would have an average 51 percent long-term loss of 

GRA forage, resulting in a decrease of 9372,070 In returns above cash 

cost, 35 percent less than what they now earn. These f lgures nearly 

obscure the fact that four of these operators would be total ly excluded 

from yrazlng In the GRA, and that their returns above cash cost would 

decrease an estimated 70 percent. 

Changes In season of use wou Id al so af feet ranchers’ Incomes. The 

sprlng (March through May) exclusions of livestock would be of partlcu- 

I ar concern to I lvestock operators, since they have few optlons with 

which to respond to these exclusions. 

The sprlng exclusions would also force sheep operators who had been 

lambing on public land to lamb on their base property. Most operators 

can either purchase feed to replace the lost forage, shift forage that 

1s normally used In other months to this perlod, or reduce herd size so 

that forage produced from the base property wll I last longer. 

Replacing lost forage with purchased hay should represent a worst-case 

analysis. Feedlng hay durlng the sprlng may adversely affect weight 

gains and reduce gross revenues. If the hay 1s fed on alfalfa produc- 

1 ng property dur Ing the spr lng, alfalfa ylelds may be affected, and 

bloating problems may arlse. However, many of the sprlng exciuslons In 

Subalternatlve D extend the avallable use of the GRA forage during some 

other season. I n some cases, It may be posslble to shift forage nor- 

mal ly used during these other seasons (mostly winter) to the excluded 

period In the spring. In addltlon, base propertles could Increase al- 

f al f a product Ion, which Is slgnlflcantly less expens!ve than purchasing 

the hay. Also, reducing the herd size Is usually a more economical 

response to sprlng exclusions than are hay purchases (Godfrey, 1981 ). 
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TABLE 3-2 

Number of Cattle Operators Affected 

and Degree of Impact, Subalternatlve D 

Percentage Increase Not Percentage Decrease 

51-100 11-40 l-10 Affected l-10 11-50 51-100 

Change In Available 

Pub I lc Rangeland 

Forage 1 3 1 7 2 4 13 

Change In Total 

Ava 1 I ab le For age 0 3 2 7 5 10 4 

Change In Returns 

Above Cash Cost 0 0 5 7 4 3 12 

TABLE 3-3 

Number of Sheep Operators Affected 

and Degree of Impact, SubalternatIve D 

Percentage Increase Not Percentage Decrease 

51-100 11-50 l-10 Affected l-10 11-50 51-100 

Change In Available 

Public Rangeland 

Forage 0 2 1 1 1 4 5 

Change In Total 

Avallable Forage 0 0 3 1 4 6 0 

Changes In Returns 

Above Cash Cost 0 0 3 1 2 4 4 

I Note: Changes are based on average use over the past 5 years. 
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Page 4-78 The el lmlnatlon of ilvestock use and changes 1 n season of use wou Id to- 

(Cont’d.) l-al ly exclude the use of pub1 lc rangeland forage ln the GRA by two 

cattle operators during some tlme ln the sprlng. The cost of replaclng 

this forage with alfalfa purchased at $75 per ton, would be $5,450. 

The spring exclusions would decrease these operators’ returns above 

cash cost by 17 percent. lncludlng both the spring exclusions and 

other reduct Ions, the two operators would real lze an estlmated 96 per- 

cent decrease ln returns above cash cost. 

Sheep operators would be affected by sprl ng exclusions to a much great- 

er extent. Six of the 14 sheep operators would receive slgnlflcant 

sprl ng exclusions. The cost of replaclng this forage with alfalfa pur- 
chased at $75 per ton wou Id be $87,200. The spring exclusions use 

would, decrease these operators’ returns above cash cost by 14 percent. 

lncludlng both the spring exclusions and other grazlng changes, the slx 

operators would realize an estimated 30 percent decrease ln returns 

above cash cost. 

The aggregate short-term and long-term impacts from changes In both 

avallable forage and season of use are summarlzed In Tables 3-4 and 

3-5. The f lgures In Table 3-4 represent a worst-case analysis. The 

overestlmate of negative income Impacts should be most noticeable for 

the sheep group, as cattle operators would not be slgnlflcantly affect- 

ed by changes In season of use. 

Under Subalternative D, total avallable cattle forage would decrease 6 

percent, and aval lab le sheep forage wou Id decrease 50 percent, wh lch 

Implies an aggregate decrease ln ranch values. However, twelve opera- 

tors would have more avallable forage, and thelr ranch values should 

1 ncrease. 

Grazlng permits that do not Increase a ranch’s carrying capacity (I.e., 

permfts that do not reflect avallable forage) may have speculative 

value. Under these condl t lons, any decrease from active preference 

could Impact an operator’s wealth. Under Subalternatlve D, long-term 

grazing prlvlleges would be reduced by 53,877 AUMs. At a market value 

of 860 per AUM for BLM grazlng permits, total operator wealth cou Id de- 

cllne by as much as S3,232,620, an 8 percent reduction In base property 

value. 

Lendlng lnstltutlons base loans on a number of factors, lncludlng the 

rancher’s abi Ilty to repay the loan. The repayment ablllty 1s usual ly 

measured by the rancher’s likely futur,e Income with the loan. Because 

rancher income 1s expected to decrease for 29 of the 45 operators under 

Subalternatlve D, their ablllty to repay loans should also decrease. 

Twelve operators would real lze a long-term Increase In net revenues, 

and their ablllty to repay loans should thereby increase. 

Base propertles are used as collateral for some types of loans. If 

lendlng lnstltut?ons base their ranch assessments on grazing prlV!legeS 

that do not reflect aval lable forage, then any reduction from active 
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TABLE 3-4 

Summary of Short-Term and Long-Term 

impacts to Livestock Operators Under Subalternative D 

Cattle Operators Sltuatlon Short Term Long Term 

Gross Revenue $1,962,085 $1,750,105 $1 ,883,561 

Total Cash Cost 1,038,598 959,106 1,023,888 

Returns above Cash Cost a 923,487 790,999 859,673 

Returns to Labor and 

I nvestmf3nta 482,876 358,583 401,382 

Sheep Operators 

Gross Reven 2,367,988 l,aa3,195 2,044,967 

Total Cash Cost 890,974 784,517 828,355 

Returns above Cash Cost a 1,477,014 I ,098,678 1,216,612 

Returns to Labor and 
Investmenta 1,239,055 852,610 1,075,352 

a These budgets assume that ranchers have no long-term outstanding debt and that 

al I operating capital Is borrowed. These assumptions tend to underestImate 

cash costs and overestlmate returns above cash costs. 

TABLE 3-5 

Impact Area’s Income and Employment due to Llvestock Operators 

in the Grand Resource Area, Subalternatlve D 

Economic Sector 

Agriculture 

Retail-Services 

Other 

TOTAL 

Exlstlng 

Employment Personal Income 

(Jobs) idol lars) 

26 537,325 

9 117,043 

6 160,345 

41 874,713 

Subalternatlve D 

Employment Personal Income 

(jobs) (dot lars) 

22 454,660 

8 157,372 

5 133,620 

35 745,652 
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Page 4-78 preference could have some effect on the total indebtedness al lowed. 

(Cont’d.) 

A number of operators live outslde the impact area, and their opera- 

tions contribute little to the local economy* Under SubalternatIve D, 

aggregate Income and herd size of the 22 1 ndependent I lvestock opera- 

tors In the impact area would decline. Decreased rancher income and 

herd size would have lndlrect and Induced local employment and income 

ef fects. Under Subalternatlve 0, long-term regional tncome and employ- 

ment due to I lvestock operators ln the GRA would decrease by $129,061 

(-15 percent) shown In Table 3-4. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS RELATED TO RECREATION 

Imp lementat Ion of I1 vestock man lpu lat Ion techn lques, changes In season 

of use, and restr1ctIon and ellm1natIon of livestock grazlng would con- 

tribute to projected big game population increases, which would result 

In higher hunter success rates. The distance hunters must travel and 

hunter success rates have been found to be the primary determinants of 

hunter pressure: on deer herds ln Utah (Wennergren, et al ., 1973). 

Hlgher success rates would encourage more hunters to hunt In the GRA. 

Assumlng that population/harvest and harvest/hunter ratios would remaln 

constant, projected hunter pressure and expenditures could increase 

local Income by as much as $190,000 and employment by as many as seven 

jobs (USFS, 1982. The probability that hunter pressure and expendl- 

tures would Increase to these levels Is greater than under Alternatlve 

D. 

SOCIAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D, REDUCED LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Thls aiternatlve would place the greatest restrlctlons on livestock 

grazlng, ORV use, and mineral actlvltles. A number of livestock oper- 

ators would be slgnlflcantly Impacted, and thelr social wel I-being 

affected. Several operators may be forced to seek a second job, and 

operators who are forced to sel I their operatrons would have to change 

thelr way of life entirely. For those who do not have the tralnlng and 

skills to enter the job market, the impact on their social well-being 

would be slgnlflcant. The mlneral restr lctlons wou Id not af feet on- 

go1 ng operat ions; however, the restrlcltons on mineral actlvltles would 

have a slgnlf1cant impact on future developments. Hunters, prlmltlve 

nonmotor I zed retreat lon users, commercl al outf 1 tters, and reta 1 l ser- 

vice lndustrles catering to tourism would be the prlmary beneflclarles 

under Subalternat 1ve D. 

There would be some loss to the mlnlng sector and some gain to the rec- 

reat lon sector, with an accompanying change In type of employment, wage 

scales, and associated I I festy le values. These shlfts would be rela- 

tlvely smal I, and there would be little notlceable effect on the exlst- 

1 ng socl al environment. 

In general, local attitudes toward BLM would worsen because of the In- 

creased restr 1ct ions, less I ocal resource use and development that 
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(Cont’d.1 

APPENDIXES 

Page A-9 

Page A-31 CIsco Mesa allotment, line 1, 3,180 Sheep Is changed to 2,650 Sheep. 

Page A-45 Appendix K in the draft Is expanded to Include the breakdown by allot- 

ment of livestock management a&Ions proposed under Subalternatlve B, 

Graze at Preference and Subalternatlve D, Reduced Livestock Grazing. 

The entrre appendix 1s not reprinted; the addltlons are prrnted later 

in this chapter. 

Page A-47 

Page A-56 

Page A-67 

Page A-75 

GLOSSARY 

Page G-3 

would be al lowed, and the percetved signlflcant negative Impacts on 

the local economy under this alternative. These attitudes would vary, 

however, by those lndlvlduals and groups who would gain and those who 

would lose under this alternative. Refer to the Economic Impacts sec- 

tion for rdentification of losers and gainers under this subalterna- 

tive. 

Appendlx D in the draft is expanded to Include several more allotments. 

The entire appendrx Is not reprinted; the addrtlons are printed later 

Fn this chapter. 

Line 15, Cl sco Springs Wash al lotment: The future AUMs for sheep and 

cattle under Alternatives B, C, and D are changed to read as follows: 

Alternatlve B Alternative C Alternative D 

Sheep 823 

Cattle EGT -- 

Sheep 755 

Cattle iiG - ~ 

Sheep 756 

Cattle -Gz _ss____ - 

The fol lowing Is added after footnote c: 

dlncrease fn AUMs includes the prescribed fire management action 

(B-29, c-39 1 e 

After item No. 1, the following is added: 

la. T. 17 S., R. 21 E., Sec. 23: SW l/4 160 acrese 

Appendix R is revised and reprinted In this chapter. 

After the deflnitlon of Ecologlcal condltlon, the following 1s 

added: 

Where ratings are based on three classes. 

low - 0 to 33 percent of cl lmax; 

medium = 34 to 66 percent of climax; and 

high = 67 to 100 percent of climax. 
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Where ratings are based on four classes, 

low = 0 to 25 percent of climax; 

medlum = 26 to 50 percent of cl lmax; 

high = 51 to 75 percent of climax; and 

cl lmax = 76 to 100 percent of cl lmax. 

Page G-6 After the definition of Linear programming, the followlng is 

added: 

Livestock manipulation techniques. Methods of control llng Ilve- 

stock use; may include development of new waters, control llng 

use periods of water sources, fencing, herdlng, other measures, or 

a comblnatlon of these measures. 

Page G-10 After the deflnltlon of Utllltles, the fol lowlng Is added: 

Vegetation man lpu lat Ion. See Land treatment. 

LIST OF REFERENCES 

Page R-2 After BLM, 1981a, the followlng 1s added: 

BLM. 1981b. Recreational Vehicle Management Plan Recommenda- 

tions. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 

Management. Moab, Utah. (Unpublished; available for public 

review at the Grand Resource Area office.) 

Page R-l The fol lowlng are added to the List of References: 

BLM . 1981 d. A Cultural Resource Summary of the East Central 

Portion of the Moab Dlstrlct, 1980. flerson, Lloyd M. Cultural Re- 

source Series No. 10. U.S. Departmenr of the Interior. Bureau 

of Land Management, Utah State Of flee. Salt Lake City. 

CEQ. 1981. “Forty Most Asked Questlons Concerning CEO’s National 

Envlronmental Policy Act Regulations.” March 23, 1981. Federa I 

Register Vol. 46 No. 55, page 18026. Councl I on Envlronmental 

Quality, Execut lve Off ice of the Pres 1 dent. 

DOE. 1982. Mineral-Resource Evaluatlon of Wilderness Study 

Areas Admlnlstered by the Bureau of Land Management, Moab 

Dlstrlet, Utah. Prepared by Science appllcatlons, Inc., Oak 

Ridge, Tennessee. Prepared for U.S. Department of Energy 

and U.S. Department of the Interlor, Bureau of Land Manage- 

ment. Salt Lake City, Utah. 
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On the pages that fol low, two appendixes from the draft document are expanded to 

show lnformatlon used In analysis of the Graze at Preference and Reduced Livestock 
Grazing subaltsrnatlves. 

The addItlons to Appendlx D include lnformatlon on exlstlng runoff, sediment, and 

salt yields from allotments where solls and water quality would be affected by ITve- 

stock management actlons under the subalternatives. 

Slmllarly, the add1 tions to Appendix K show the al lotments on which specl flc Ilve- 

stock management actions would be applied under the Graze at Preference and Reduced 

Livestock Grazlng subalternatlves, and the appropriate ln?tlal and future animal 

un It months (AUMs) of forage for livestock and wlidlIfe on each allotment. 

Appendix R, 011 and Gas Category Stlpulatlons, has been revised to reflect the man- 

agement changes resulting from the recent merger of BLM and the Minerals Management 

Service of the U. S. Geologlcal Survey. The entlre appendlx Is reprlnted In this 

chapter. No changes have been made In the stlpulatlons applied under any of the 

four leas1 ng categorles- 
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A I lotment 

Name Vegetative Type 

ADDITIONS TO APPENDIX D 

Existing Runoff, Sediment, and Salt Yields on Allotments 
Affected Under the Subalternatives 

TOTAL 

Soncentr at Ton TOTAL SALT YIELD (TONS) 

Annual Percent of salt in Sediment Percent 

preclp. Runoff Runoff ylel d salt In Runoff Sed 1 merit Runoff Sed. Total 
(Inches) Factor TDS (Mg/l) (tons/acre 1 Sed I ment (ac/ft) (Tons 1 

Agate Salt desert shrub 7 1 .4 2,000 2.3 3.0 42 1 1,967 114 359 473 

(Mancos 1 

Salt desert shrub 7 1. 4 1,000 0.75 1 .o 42 3,902 114 39 153 

TOTAL 84 15,869 228 398 626 

Athena Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 2,000 2.3 3.0 185 52,226 503 1,567 2,070 

(Mancos) 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 1,000 0.75 1 .o 91 8,388 124 84 208 

--- 
TOTAL 276 60.614 627 1 .651 2.278 

Big Flat - Salt desert shrub 7 1 .4 2,000 2.3 3.0 448 126,107 

Ten Mile (Mancos 1 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 1,000 0.75 1.0 586 53,776 

B lg sagebrush 12 3.5 600 1 .a 0.5 74 2,109 

Plnyon Junlper 12 2.8 600 1.0 0.5 1,063 37,959 

1,219 3,783 5,002 

797 538 1,335 

60 11 71 

867 190 1,057 

TOTAL 2,171 219,951 2,943 4,522 7,465 

Crescent 

Canyon 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 2,000 2.3 3.0 50 14,175 136 425 561 
(Mancos) 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 1,000 0.75 1 .o 43 3,962 58 40 88 

Big Sagebrush 12 3.5 600 1 .o 0.5 39 1,100 32 6 38 

Plnyon junlper 12 2.8 600 1 .o 0.5 259 9,245 211 46 257 

- 
TOTAL 391 29,436 437 517 954 



Zrescent Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 2,000 2.3 3.0 72 20,293 196 609 805 

Junction (Mancos) 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 1,000 0.75 1.0 18 1,697 24 17 41 

Rock 

TOTAL 90 21,990 220 626 846 ~- 

Elgln Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 2,000 2.3 3.0 16 4,549 43 136 846 

(Mancos) 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 1,000 0.75 1.0 7 606 10 6 16 

---___ 
TOTAL 23 5,155 53 142 195 

1,475 Horse 

Canyori 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 2,000 2.3 3.0 

(Mancos) 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 1,000 0.75 1.0 

i32 37,200 359 1,116 

65 5,924 88 59 

Pinyon Juniper 12 2.8 600 1.0 0.5 358 12,789 292 64 

Rock 

147 

356 

TOTAL 555 55,913 739 1,239 1,978 



ADDITIONS TO APPENDIX D (Concluded) 

TOTAL 

Concentr at Ion TOTAL SALT YIELD (TONS) 

Annual Percent of salt in Sed 1 ment Percent 

A I I otment 

Name vegetat 1 ve Type 

preclp. Runoff Runoff yleid salt In Runoff Sediment Runoff Sed. Total 

(Inches) Factor TDS (Mg/l) (tons/acre) Sed 1 ment (ac/ft) (Tons) 

hash Wash Salt desert shrub 7 1 .4 2,000 2.3 3.0 127 35,901 345 1,077 1,422 

(Mancca I 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 1,000 0.75 1 .o 115 10,565 156 106 262 

B1g Sagebrush 12 3.5 600 1 .o 0.5 80 2,284 65 11 76 

Pinyon Juniper 12 2.8 600 1 .o 0.5 160 5,711 130 29 159 

Douglas Flr 17 17.0 100 1.2 0.1 91 457 12 --- 12 

TOTAL 573 54,918 708 1,223 1,931 

Ruby Ranch Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 2,000 2.3 3.0 27 7,631 73 229 302 

(Mancos) 

Salt desert shrub 7 1.4 1,000 0.75 1 .o 1 26 11,535 171 115 286 

Kock 

TOTAL 153 19,166 244 344 588 

Thompson 
Canyon 

B1g Sagebrush 12 3.5 600 1 .o 0.5 26 737 21 4 25 

Plnyon Juniper 12 2.8 600 1 .o 0.5 223 7,982 182 40 222 

Douglas Flr 17 17.0 100 1.2 0.1 562 2,800 76 3 79 

Rock 

TOTAL 811 11,519 279 47 326 

, I _^.,^.. , Im”a”r- I 



Al lot. 

Number Al lotment Name 

5821 Adobe Mesad 

5 853 Agatee 

lnltlal 

AUMs 

c= 176 

D= 19 

E= 53 

S= 623 

D= 19 

Suba I ternat I ve B 

Graze at Preference 

Management Future 

Actions AUMs 

Present Management 416 

79 

113 

Llvestock Manipula- 620 

tlon techn Piques 19 

lnltjal 

AUMs 

C= 152 

D= 19 

E= 53 

- 

s= 351 

D= 19 

Suba I ternat 1 ve D 

Reduced L I vestock Graz I ng -__ 
Management =LJtlrd 

Act ions AuMs 

Present Management 152 

13 

53 

_--_--- 

Ellmjnate Grazing C 

i9 

-_--- 

5 861 Arth” s Pasturea c= 657 Present Management 657 C= 524 Present Management 213 

D= 19 19 D= 19 :r 

B= 32 32 B= 32 32 

--__ 

5809 Athenae c= ?,I35 Present Management 1,133 C= 452 Eliminate Grazing 0 

D= 31 31 D= 31 3i 

-- 

5804 Barley Flat-Ronzlo S= 2,394 Llvestock Manipula- 2,394 S= 873 Change season of use 608 

D= 67 tlon techn Jques 67 D= 67 (11-I to 3-31) 67 

E= 13 13 E= 13 13 

Restrict grazjng on saline so! Is 

(22,12i acres) 

5808 Bar X S= 2,241 Present Management 2,509 s= 407 Land Treatment 539 

U= 18 18 D= 18 (3,200 acres, 18 

E= 5 Land treatment 5 E= 5 plow1 ng) 5 

A= 50 (3,200 acres, 182 A= 50 318 

pIowIng) Change season of use 

10-15 to 3-15 

continued 



Allot. In Itjal 

Number Al lotment Name AUMs 

5864 Between the Creeks C= 221 

D= 21 

Subalternative B 

Graze at Preference 

Management Future 

Act ions AUMs 

Present Management 221 

21 

lnltlal 

AUMs 

c= 88 

D= 21 

Subalternatlve D 

Reduced Livestock Grazing 

Management Future 
Act I ons AUMs 

E I lmlnate Grazl ng 0 

109 

5827 Big Flat-Ten Mi lea S= 4,634 Resent Management 4,399 s= 2,930 Present e Management 2,484 

c= 5,500 5,265 c= 5,500 5,054 

D= 166 166 D= 166 Restr!ct grazing on 166 
8= 43 43 B= 43 saline soils (55,731 43 

acres) 

5872 Big Trlang le c= 127 Present Management 127 c= 127 Present Management 127 

D= 194 194 D= 194 134 

5817 Blue Hji ie C= 2,700 Present Management 2,777 C= 1,842 Present Management 1,896 

D= 314 341 D= 314 36B 
E= 132 Land treatment (320 159 E= 132 Land Treatment (320 It17 

acres chaining; 980 acres chaining; 980 

acres drll I seeding) acres drll I seeding) 

Malntaln land treat- 

ments (2,883 acres 

chalnfng) 

Malntaln land treatments 

2,883 acres chaining) 

5815 Boyarte c= 209 Present Management 229 c= 208 Change season of use 208 

D= 397 397 D= 397 6-15 to lo-15 397 

E= 310 310 E= 310 310 

III F I Im/IY c.d,~IY\, rld.-#Trl”l,lrl .- I S-Y 
1 ,110.z r,>rll ,“,A,, 11~11 I A- I I”Y .- ,.,I I nzanr- co~cr\r, ITT ,,rcx -/In 



5863 5uckhornb~c*d s= 2,994 nt 3,315 s= 
C= 2,143 3,064 c= 
D= 1,904 Land treatment 2,062 D= 
E= 263 (4140 acres chaln- 421 E= 

I ng; 1,115 acres 

drll I seeddng) 

Malntaln land treat- 

ments (2,410 acres 

chafnf ng) 

1,491 

2,143 

1,904 

263 

Present Management 

Land treatment (2,140 

acres chaining; 1,715 

acres drll I seedling) 

MalntaIn land treat- 

ments (2,470 acres 

cha!nlng) 

Change class of Ifve- 

stock, sheep to cattle 

0 

4,402 

2,113 

532 

5865 Coal Canyon c= 401 Present Management 401 c= 159 Present Management 159 
D= 6 6 D= 6 6 



lnltfal 

AUMs 

L__II_----.--_ 

Graze at Preference 

Subalternative B 

Management Future 

Actions AUMs 

-- 

-- 
Al lot. 

l’jumber Al lotment Name 

In Itlal 

AUMs 

PI_-- 

Reduced Livestock Grazing 

Subalternatlve D 

Management Future- 

Act ions AUMs 

5362 Corral Wash s= 3,300 L I vestock Man lpu- 3,860 S= 1,406 Land treatment, 1,829 

D= 132 lation techn lques 132 D= 132 (4,480 acres plowing) 132 

E- 3 3 E= 3 3 

A= 18 Land treatment, 18 A= 18 18 

(4,480 acres plowing) Change season of use 

IO-15 to 3-15 

Restrict grazl ng on 

saline soils (8,240 

acres) 

581 cj CottonwoodbBd c= 900 Present Management 958 c= 450 Ellmlnate Grazing 0 

D= 154 168 D= 154 319 

E= 132 146 E= 132 357 

SC356 Crescent Canyon s= 998 Present Management 998 s= 81 1 Present Management 539 

D= 34 34 D= 34 34 

E= 13 13 E= 13 Restrict grazing on 13 

saline solls (1,990 

acres) 

5826 Crescent Junct Ion s= 208 Ll vestock man lpu- 208 s= 113 El imlnate Grazlng 0 

D= 10 lat ion techn lques 10 D= 10 10 

5842 Di amondd c= 588 Present Management 61 4 c= 390 El lmlnate Grazlng 0 

D= 102 109 D= 102 Land treatment (90 acres 308 

E= 79 Land treatment (90 85 E= 19 drll I seeding) 218 

acres dr I I I seed1 ng) 



- 

5386 East Coyote c= 910 Present Management 910 C= 884 Present Management 884 

D= 29 29 D= 29 29 

Malntaln land treat- Maintain land treat- 

ments (3,023 acres n-i-s (3,023 acres 

cha I n I ng; 3,279 acres chalnlng; 3,279 acres 

plowing) plowing) 

5838 Elgine C= 48 Present Management 24 C= 48 El imlnate Grazing 0 

D= 17 17 D= 17 17 

5874 F 1 oy Canyond c= 750 Present Management 799 c= 255 El Imlnate Grazing 0 

D= 78 90 D= 78 205 
E= 116 128 E= 116 243 

5801 F loy Creeke S= 1,208 Present Management 1,208 S= 1,208 Present Management 947 
D= 40 40 D= 40 40 

Restrict grazl ng on 

saline soils (9,751 

acres 1 

5851 Granite Cr c= 76 Present Management 76 c= 39 El lmlnate grazing 0 

D= 71 71 D= 71 104 

E= 13 13 E= 13 19 

5803 Green River F latse S= 9 Present Managernent 8 s= 9 Present Management 7 
C= 64 55 C= 32 24 
D= 20 20 D= 20 20 

continued 



Al lot. lnltfal 

----_-----.--~~ -- 
---_ 

Suba lternat ive B Subalternatlve D 

Graze at Preference Reduced L i vestock Graz I ng -- 
Management Future Initial Management Future 

Number Allotment Name 

5825 Harley Domee 

AUMs 

s= 1,410 

D= 53 

A= 56 

E= 4 

Actions AUMs AUMs Act 1 ons AUMs 

Livestock manlpu- 1,460 s= 861 Change season of use 399 

lat lon techn lques 53 D= 53 1.1-15 to 3-15 53 

56 A= 56 56 

4 B= 4 Restrict grazing on 4 

saline soils (20,608 

acres) 

5389 Hatch Polntdre S= 2,851 Llvestock maclpu- 3,281 s= 2,877 Livestock man Ipu- 0 

C= 8,436 lat ion techn lques 8,840 c= 1,490 tat ion techn lque3 10,685 
D= 350 

E= 92 

A= 13 

B= 21 

Land treatment 

(4,430 acres chaln- 

lng; 1,280 acres 

plowing; 1,920 acres 

drll I seeding) 

Malntaln land treat- 

ments (2,903 acres 

chaining; 2,961 acres 

plowing; 1,025 acres 

spray1 ng) 

350 

92 

411 

21 

D= 350 

E= 92 Land treatment 

A= 13 (4,430 acres chalnlng 

B= 21 1,280 acres plowing; 

1,920 acres drill 

seeding) 

350 

92 

; 706 

21 

Maintain land treat- 

ments (2,903 acres 

chaining; 1,205 acres 

spraylng) 

Change class; sheep to 

cattle 

581 2 High landsbae s= 

D= 

1,200 

11 

LI vestock man lpu- 1,604 s= 600 Land Treatment 

lat Ion techn lques 52 D= 1 7 (3,560 acres chaln- 

!ng) 

Land treatment 

(3,560 acres chaln- Change season of use 

1 ng) 10-15 to 3-31 

Restr let graz! ng on 

saline sol Is (5,900 

acres), 

1,004 

52 

I 



XV1 Horse Canyon C= 1,008 Livestock manlpu- 1,008 s= 410 Present Management 4 

D= 11 latlon techn lques 11 D= 11 Restr let gr az I ng on 11 

saline soi Is (24,169 

acres & 

5850 Hotel Mesa c= 112 Present Management 112 c= 129 Present Management 129 
D= 6 6 D= 6 6 

5818 Ida Gulch c= 111 Present Managemment 111 c= 84 Present Management 84 
D= 19 19 D= 19 19 

5841 Kane Spr I ngs c= 300 Present Management 300 c= 281 Ellmlnate grazing 0 
D= 11 11 D= 11 11 
B= 64 64 B= 64 351 

5388 Ll sbond c= 8,681 Livestock Manipu- 10,140 

D= 656 lat ion techn iques 1,668 

E= 132 132 

A= 6 Malntain land treat- 6 

ment (1,568 acres 

chafning; 12,126 acres 

acres plowing) 

Land treatment (14,600 Land treatment (14,600 

acres chaInIngi 8,320 acres chalnlng, 8,320 

acres plowing) acres plowing) 

C= 1,158 

D= 656 

E= 132 

A= 6 

Livestock manlpula- 

t ion techn iques 

Majntain land treat- 

ment (1,560 acres 

cha i n I ng; 12,126 acres 

plowing) 

8,102 

2,511 

132 

6 

1 
continued 



Allot. 

Number Allotment Name 

5 883 Little Holed 

lnltial 

AUMs 

s= 990 

D= 12 

B= 21 

---. 

Subalternative B 

Graze at Preference 

Management Future 

Act ions AUMs 

Present Management 1,293 

12 

21 

lnitlal 

AUMs 

s= 642 

D= 12 

B= 21 

_A.__ 

Subalternat ive D 

Reduced Lrvestock Grazing 

Management Future 

Act 1 ons AUMs 

El fminate Grazlng 0 

12 

663 

5837 Lone Cone c= 210 Present Management 210 c= 210 Present Management 120 

D= 16 16 D= 16 16 

5387 Lower L 1 sbon c= 790 Present Management 

D= 27 

Land treatment (350 

acres chaining; 200 

acres plowing; 1,600 

acres dril I seeding) 

Maintain land treat- 

ments (1,111 acres 

chaining; 2,788 acres 

plow1 ng) 

970 

116 

c= 787 Present Management 876 

D= 27 207 

Land treatment (350 

acres chaining; 200 

acres piowlng; 1,600 acres 

drll I seedlng) 

Malntain land treatments 

cl,11 1 acres chaining; 

2,788 acres plowing) 

5879 Main Canyond c= 450 Present Management 533 c= 210 Present Management 210 

D= 72 93 D= 72 72 

E= 26 47 E= 26 26 

5871 M idd le Canyond c= 500 Present Management 584 c= 264 Present Management 264 

D= 262 283 D= 262 262 

E= 132 153 E= 132 132 



5844 M11 I Cre c= 138 138 c= 48 El Imlnate Grazl ng 0 

D= 28 28 D= 28 76 

E= 13 13 E= 13 13 

5 852 MI neral Pol nt c= 320 L? vestock man Ipu- 320 c= 162 El Im!nate Grazing 0 

D= 10 lat ion techn Iques 10 D= 10 10 

B= 64 64 B= 64 226 

581 1 Monument Wash s= 1,915 LIvestock Man !pu- 1,941 s= 958 Land treatments 765 

S= 2,160 latlon techn Piques 2,186 s= 1,397 (640 acres chajnlng) 1,203 

D= 27 54 D= 27 81 

Land trea nts Change season of use 

(640 acres chalnlng) 10-l to 2-15 

Restrict grazfng on 

sal lne sol Id (29,490 

acres) 

5814 Nash Wash c= 2,994 Livestock man Ipu- 2,994 C= 1,978 Livestock manlpula- 1,170 

D= 413 iat ion techn iques 413 D= 413 t fon techn iques 413 

Restrrct grazl ng on 

sal?ne soils (30,138 

acres) 

5819 North River c= 200 Present Management 200 c= 166 El Imlnate Grazl ng 0 

D= 10 10 D= 10 176 



r -- --- 

-- - ---_ 

1 

Al lot. In itlal 

Number Al lotment Name AUMs 

Subalternative B 

Graze at Preference 

Management Future 

Act Ions AUMs 

Initial 

AUMs 

Subalternative D 

Reduced Livestock Grazing 

Management Future 

Act 1 ons AUMs 

5860 North Sand Flats c= 798 Present Management 798 c= 240 El imlnate Grazing 0 

D= 53 53 D= 53 293 

E= 5 5 E= 5 5 

5822 Pipe1 ine s= 1,000 Livestock manipu- 1,000 s= 797 Eliminate Grazing 0 

D= 29 lat ion techn lques 29 D= 29 29 

A= 19 19 A= 19 19 

5869 Potashe c= 351 Present Management 344 c= 212 E I lminate Grazing 0 

D= 21 21 D= 21 21 

B= 161 161 B= 161 373 

5820 Professor Val Ieye c= 500 Livestock Man lpu- 500 c= 424 Livestock Manipula- 422 

D= 126 lat ion techn iques 126 D= 126 t ion techn iq ues 126 

E= 39 39 E= 39 39 

Ma i nta in land treat- Maintain land treat- 

ments (1,247 acres ments (1,247 acres 

chaining) chalnlng) 

5802 Ratt I esn akee S= 3,853 Present Management 3,852 s= 344 Present Management 344 

(Grand County) c= 90 90 c= 90 90 

D= 72 72 D= 72 72 

E= 239 239 E= 239 239 

B= 32 32 B= 32 32 



5385 Ratt I esn ake c= 210 Present Management 210 c= 210 Present Management 210 

(San Juan Co.1 D= 9 9 D= 9 9 

Maintain land treat- Mafntaln land treat- 

nts (1,753 acres ments (1,753 acres 

owing) plowing) 

5876 River c= 11 11 c= 11 Present Management 11 

D= 2 2 D= 2 2 

5823 Ruby Ranch c= 665 Present Management 665 c= 561 0 

D= 21 21 D= 21 21 

Restrfct grazl ng on 

saline ~091s (19,890 

acres) 

5845 San Arroyo s= 4,255 Livestock Man Ipu- 5,220 S= 2,180 Land treatments 2,253 

D= 101 lation techn Yques 101 D= 101 (11,520 acres plowing) 101 

E= 11 11 E= 11 11 

A= 63 Land tre t 538 A= 63 Change of season use 1,028 

(11,520 10-15 to 3-15 

plowfng) 

Restrict grazl ng on 

sallne solls (19,683 

acres) 

Scarf Mesa C= 48 Present ~anage.~nt 48 C= 48 Present Management 48 

D= 65 65 D= 65 65 

E- 39 39 E= 39 39 



Al lot. In ltial 

Number Allotment Name AUMs 

Subalternative B 

Graze at Preference 

Management Future 

Act ions AUMs 
lnltial 
AUMs 

Subalternative D 

Reduced L 1 vestock Graz I ng 

Management Future 
Act 1 ons AUMs 

5 836 Showerbath Springsd C= 601 Present Management 622 c= 480 El imrnate Grazing 0 

D= 230 236 D= 230 470 

E= 206 212 E= 206 445 

581 3 South Sand c= 592 Present Management 587 c= 383 Eliminate Grazing 0 

F latsa*cae D= 76 76 D= 76 267 

E= 11 11 E= 11 202 

5846 Spr 1 ng Canyonb c= 200 Present Management 200 c= 100 E I Iminate Grazing 0 

8ot tom D= 36 36 D= 36 36 

B= 84 64 0= 64 164 

5843 Steamboat Mesa c= 932 Livestock manlpu- 1,961 s= 897 Livestock Manipula- 453 

D= 192 lat ion techn lques 192 D= 192 t iqn techn lq ues 192 

E= 79 79 E= 79 79 

Mafntaln land treat- Maintain land treat- 

ments (1,647 acres ments (1,647 acres 

chaining) chaining) 

5857 Su lphur Canyon S= 1,961 LI vestock man lpu- 1,961 s= 897 Change season of use 638 

D= 47 lat ion techn iques 47 D= 47 11-l to 3-31 47 

A= 25 25 A= 25 25 

Restrict grazing on 

saline soils (12,934 

acres) 



5 882 Tay I or C= 8,320 Present Management 8,833 c= 3,744 Present Management 3,716 
D= 296 546 D= 296 808 

E= 5 Land treatment 7 E= 5 Land treatment 7 

(6,120 acres chaln- (6,120 acres chalnlng) 

i ng ) 

Malntafn land treat- 

nts (2,914 acres 

chalnlng; 466 acres 

plow1 ng) 

Restrict grazing on 

saline solls (18,193 

acres) 

Maintain land treat- 

ments (2,913 acres 

chain1 ng; 466 acres 

plowing) 

5824 Ten Mile Point C= 1,833 Ll vestock Man Ipu- 1,833 C= 1,663 El lmlnate Grazing 0 
D= 35 lat loo techn lques 35 D= 35 35 

0= 47 47 0= 47 1,713 

5873 Th son Canyon c= 500 Present Management 500 c= 379 364 

D= 41 41 D= 41 41 
E= 39 39 E= 39 Restr Ict grazl ng on 39 

sal lne solls (500 acres) 

~ 5878 Tusher Wash c= 944 944 c= 257 257 

D= 23 23 D= 23 23 

i 5830 Wh lpsaw F Tat s= 4,497 Livestock man Ipu- 4,497 s= 2,932 El lmlnate Gras1 ng 0 

D= 27 latlon techn lques 27 D= 27 27 

continued 



Subalternatlve B Subalternatlve D 

Al lot. 

Number Al lotment Name 

In ltlal 

AUMs 

Graze at Preference 

Management Future 

Actlons AUMs 

In ltlal 

AUMs 

Reduced Livestock Grazing 

Management Future 

Act 1 ons AUMs 

5875 Wfl low Flatse c= 153 L 1 vestock Man lpu- 143 c= 153 Llvestock Man lpu- 143 

D= 17 latlon techn lques 17 D= 17 latlon lques techn 17 

I I 
5 384 Wlndwhfstle c= 632 Present Management 632 c= 608 Present Management 608 

D= 158 158 D= 158 158 

A= 25 Malntaln land treat- 25 A= 25 Malntaln land treat- 25 

ments (1,825 acres ments (1,825 acres 
plowing) plowing) 

5 854 Wlnter Camp s= 266 Present Management 319 s= 248 Present Management 275 

D= 10 37 D= 10 63 

Land treatment Land treatment 

(640 acres plowlng) (640 acres plowlng) 

NOTE : S = Sheep, C = Cattle, B = Blghorn Sheep, E = Elk, A = Antelope, D= Deer. 

a Average licensed use shown Is the average use that the current permll-tee has taken. 

b Since licensed use has been complete nonuse, al lowab le use would lnltlal ly be 50 percent of adlve preference. 

c New operators’ lnltial AUMs would be the same as active preference. 

d Increase In AUMs Include the prescribed fire management adlon (B-29). 

’ Al I or part of decrease Is due to land dfsposal (Management Action B-9 or D-23) and/or construction of evaporation pond 

(Management Act Ion D-3 1. 



REVISED APPENDIX R 

Oil and Gas Category Stipulations 

Category 1 

The following standard stfpuiations apply to ofi and gas actlvitles in designated 

Category 1 areas. These appear on ali oil and gas leases issued and also apply as 

standard stlpuiatlons to leases In Category 2 and 3 areas. 

1. Notwithstanding any provlsion of thls lease to the contrary, any drilling, con- 

struct Ion, or other operation on the leased lands that wll I disturb the surface 

thereof or otherw 1 se af feet the environment, herelnaf ter cai led “surface dl s- 

turbl ng opera-t ion,” conducted by lessee shai I be subject, as set forth In thfs 

stipuiatlon, to prior approval of such operation by the DIstrlct Manager of the 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) In consuitatlon with appropriate surface man- 

agement agency and to such reasonab ie conditions, not 1 neons istent wl th the 

purposes for which this lease IS issued, as the District Manager may require to 

protect the surface of the leased lands and the environment. 

2. PrJor to entry upon the land or the disturbance of the surface thereof for 

dr I I ii ng or other purposes, lessee shai I submft for approval two (2) copies of 

a map and expianatlon of the nature of the antfclpated activity and surface 

disturbance to the BLM District Manager and will also furnish the approprlate 

surface management agency, named above, with a copy of such map and explana- 

t ion. 

An envlronmentai analysis will be made by the BLM In consultation with the 

approprlate surface management agency for the purpose of assuring proper pro- 

tectlon of the surface, the natural resources, the environment, existing lm- 
provements, and for assuring timely reclamation of disturbed lands. 

3. Upon completion of sald envlronmental analysls, the Distrfct Manager shal I 

notffy lessee of the condltlons, If any, to which the proposed surface disturb- 

lng operations wl i 1 be subJect. 

Sald condltlons may relate to any of the foliowlng: 

(a) LocatIon of drll llng or other exploratory or developmental operations 

or the manner In wh lch they are to be conducted; 

(b) Types of vehicles that may be used and areas in which they may be 

used; and 

(c) Manner or iocatlon In which Improvements such as roadsI buildings, 

plpeilnes, or other Improvements are to be constructed. 

The foi lowing are special stlpuiatlons for the protection of cultural resources- 

They also apply to Category 2 leases. 
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The Federal surface management agency is responsible for assur Ing that the leased 

lands are examlned to determine If cuitural resources are present and to specify 
mi t lgat Ton measures. Prior to undertaklng any surface dlsturbrng actlvlties on the 

lands covered by this lease, the lessee or operator, unless notlfled to the contrary 

by the authorized officer of the surface management agency or BLM, as appropriate, 
shal I: 

1. Contact the appropriate BLM off Ice on lands managed by BLM, or the approprlate 

surface management agency on lands where the surface is admlnistered by such 

agency, to determine lf a site-speclflc cultural resource Inventory 1s re- 

qulred. If a survey is required, then 

2. Engage the services of a quallfled cultural resource specialist acceptable to 

the Federal surface management agency to conduct an Intensive inventory for 

evidence of cu ltural resource val ues; 

3. Submit a report acceptable to the authorized officer of the surface management 

agency. 

4. Implement mltlgatlon measures requlred by the surface management agency to pre- 

serve or avoid destruction of cultural resource values. Mltlgatlon may include 

relocation of proposed facllitles, testrng and salvage, or other protective 

measures. Where impacts cannot be mitigated to the satlsfact1on of the surface 

management agency, surface occupancy on that area must be proh lblted. 

The lessee or operator shal I lmmedlately bring to the attention of the BLM or the 

authorized off fcer of the Federal surface management agency any cultural resources 

or any other object of sclentlflc Interest dlscovered as a result of surface opera- 

tlons under this lease, and not disturb such dlscoverles unt I I dlrected to proceed 

by the BLM. 

Category 2 

The fol lowlng 1s a list of stlpulatlons that may be applied In whole or In part to 

lndlvldual leases for the protectlon of speclflc resources In speclf lc locatlons. 

1. ln order to minlmfze watershed damage, exploratfon, drll Ilng, and other devel- 
opment actlvlty wll I be al lowed only durl n 

November 1. This IImItatIon does not app 

producing wel Is. Exceptlons to this llml 

authorlzed In wrltlng by the BLM District 

authorlzed of fleer of the Federal surface 

g the period from Apr I I 30 to 

y to maintenance and operat 1on of 

atlon In any year may be speclflcal ly 

Manager, with the concurrence of the 

management agency. 

2. The lessee Is informed that the floodplal port Ions of the lease area require 

special attention to prevent damage to surface resources and contamlnatlon to 

the Colorado River system. Any surface use wlthln such areas will be strictly 

control led or restrlcted where not essential for operations. Appropr late 

modi f lcatlons to imposed restrict ions WI I I be made for maintenance and opera- 

tions of producing oil and gas wel Is. 
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3. Construction of access roads and dr 9 I I pads on slopes in excess of 30 percent 

will require special design standards to minimize watershed damage. Dril ling 

operations and any associated constructlon activities on slopes In excess of 50 

percent may require direct lonal dr II 19 ng to prevent damage to the watershed. 

Exceptions to these limitations may be specifical ly authorized in 

the Dlstrlct Manager with concurrence of the authorized officer of the Federal 

surface management agency. 

4. In order to protect elk winter range, exploration, drll I’lng, and other develop- 

ment activity il I be al lowed only from May 96 to October 31. This Ilmitatlon 

does not apply to maintenance and operation of producing we1 Is. Except Ions to 

this llmitation in any year may be speciflcally authorized In 

Distr Ict Manager with the concurrence of the authorized officer of the Federal 

surf ace management agency0 

5. In order to protect deer winter range, exploration, drilling, and other devel- 

opment activity WI I I be al lowed only from May 96 to October 31. This I lmita- 

tion does not apply to maintenance and operation of producfng wells* Excep- 

tions to this llmltatlon In any year may be specifical ly authorized in wrltlng 

by the District Manager with the concurrence of the authorized officer of the 

Federal surface management agency. 

6. In order to protect antelope fawning grounds, exploration, dril Ilng, and other 

development activity will be allowed only from June 16 to May 94. This I lmita- 

tion does not apply to maintenance and operatlon of producing wel Is. Ex cep- 

tions to this llmltatlon in any year may be specifically authorized In 

by the Dlstr let Manager II-h the concurrence of the authorized officer of the 
Federal surf ace management agency. 

7. No occupancy or other surface disturbance wll I be al lowed ithln 330 feet of 

the channel center1 1 ne of (Bitter Creek, West ater Creek, Cottonwood 
Clsco Wash, Nash Wash, Sagers Wash, Thompson ash, Grand Wash, F~OY 
Wash, Spr 9 ng Canyon, Hel I Roaring Canyon, Mineral Canyon, Bu I I Canyon, Dry 

Fork, Sevenml le Canyon, Springs Canyon, Pole Canyon, West Coyote Creek, East 

Coyote Creek, Castle Creek, Professor Creek, Onion Creek, Granite Creek, Ryan 

Creek, or Coates Creek) e This distance may be modified when specif ical ly 

approved in writing by the District Manager with the concurrence of the author- 
ized off leer of the Federal surface management agency. 

8. No occupancy or other surface disturbance wii I be allowed ithln one-quarter 

mile of the channel centerline of the Colorado River. This distance may be 

modlfled when speclf ically approved In writing by the District Manager wfth the 

concurrence of the authorized officer of the Federal surface management agency. 

9. The lessee 9s informed that the lease 1s within a sensftlve, high use recrea- 

tlon area, and w9l I require specl al attention to prevent undue damage to the 

seen ic and retreat ional va I ues. Measures such as natural or artlf fclal screen- 

ing, pa9ntlng of all production faclllties to blend with the landscape, special 

rehabl I 9 tatlon requl rements, or other similar practices wit I be required as 

necessary by the District Manager with the concurrence of the authorized 

officer of the Federal surface management agency- 
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Category 3 

The fol lowlng stipulation applies to al I leases In Category 3 areas: 

No occupancy or other actlvlty on the surface of (legal subdlvlsion) Is al lowed 

under th Is lease. 

Category 4 

No leases are issued In Category 4 areas- 
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CHAPTER 4 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

I NTERAGENCY CONSULTAT I ON 

The Grand Resource Area (GRA) Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 

Statement (RMP/EIS) was prepared by GRA and Moab District staff specialists with 

expertise in watershed, range management, wildlife, lands, geology, retreat ion, 

w I I derness, and economics* The list of preparers appears at the end of this chap- 

ter- 

Writing of the RMPLEIS beyan in April 1982; however, a complex process over a 3-year 

period preceded the writing phase. Th 1 s process included resource i nventory, coor- 

dination with the pub1 ic and other agencies, and establishment of goals and object- 

ives. Consultation and coordination with agencies, organizations, and individuals 

occurred in a variety of ways throughout the preparation process. Pub I ic land users 

and olher interested groups and individuals were notified through planning system 

updates in the form of pub I ic meetings. 

During preparation of the RMP/EIS, the fol lowing Federal, State, county, and local 

agencies were contacted. An asterisk (*I indicates those agencies that commented on 

the draft. 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PHESERVATION 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

+ Forest Service (CSFS 1 

Sol I Conservation Service (SCSI 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

+ U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Q Bureau of Indian Affairs 
* Bureau of Ret lamat ion 
+ Fish and Wi Id life Service (FWS) 

Geological Survey (USGS) 

Minerals Management Service (MMS) 
* Nat ional Park Service 
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STATE OF UTAH 

A-55 Clearing House 

Department of Agr Icu I ture 
* Department of Health 
* Department of Natural Resources 

+ Dlvlslon .of State History (State Hlstorlc Preservatlon Officer) 

Ulvlslon of Lands and Forestry 

Dlvlslon of 011, Gas, and Mlnlng 

Dlviston of Water Rlghts 

Olvlslon of Wlldllfe Resources (UDWR) 

Utah State Un lvers I ty Extens Ion Serv Ice 

State P lann I ng Coordl nator 

State Land Board 

Southeastern Utah Association of Governments 

Envlronmental Coordination Commlttee 

COUNTIES, CITIES, AND TOWNS 

Cl ty of Moab 

Grand County Commlss Ion 

Grand County Economic Development Commlsslon 

Grand County P lann 1 ng Ccmmlss Ion 

Grand County Travel Councl I 

San Juan County Ccmmlsslon 

San Juan County Planning CornmIssIon 

San Juan County Travel Council 

Southeastern Utah Assoclatlon of Governments 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Public meetlngs were lnltlated In 1979 to gather additlonal lnformatlon related to 

the Issues and to examine possible new Issues. 

Al I I lvestock operators were contacted prior to and durl ng the preparation of the 

draft. Prior to Implementation of this plan, close coordlnatlon and cooperation 

with the affected llvestock operators and other affected Interests w 1 I I be neces- 

sary. 

Informal consultation took place with FWS regarding threatened and endangered spe- 

cies In the GRA. The UDWR was al so lnvol ved In per lodlc consu ltat lon for needed ex- 

pertlse. 

Many local Indlvlduals were interviewed, and their ideas, suggestlons, and concerns 

were considered In the plan as we1 1. 

Informing and Involving the public included notlces in the Federal Register and news 

releases which were sent to broadcastlng statlons and newspapers* These releases 

ranged In subject matter from general announcements at the beginning of the planning 

process to dates and places of speci f Ic meetings and requests for pub Ilc comments. 

These public partfcipation efforts are llsted chronologically below. 
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August 14, 1979 A news release to area media announced the start of the 

p lann I ng ef fort. 

August 23 through Letters were sent to key user groups announcing the start 

August 31, 1979 of planning and requesting comments on problems and potential 

planning issues. These groups were the GRA grazing permittees, 

commercial river outfitters, the Moab Chamber of Corn 

State Land Board, Southeastern Utah Association of Governments, 

energy companies having rights-of-way In the GRA, Utah Power 

and Light, and Continental Telephone Company. 

September 7, 1979 A Federal Register notice announced Inltiation of the Pre- 

planning Analysis. 

February 4, 1980 A Federal Register notice announced revision of the multiple 

land use plan for the GRA. 

February 28, 1980 A news release announced a public workshop to be held 

March 17 for the purpose of identifying problems and potential 

planning Issues0 

March 17, 1980 The public workshop was attended by 12 persons- Many con- 

cerns raised at the meeting were not appropriate as planning 

issues because they could be hand led administratively~ 

Potent-f al 1 ssues discussed were del I neated on a map, and the 

comments were later consldered and analyzed by the RMP team. 

The fol lowing concerns were discussed: lega I mandates for 

multiple use and sustained yield; forage resources; land 

treatments; of f-road veh ic le use; utrl ity corridors; land 

withdrawals, disposal, trespass act ions, and rights-of-way; 

ml nerals; nuclear waste and tai I ings; forestry and wood lands; 

watershed and water; retreat ion; fire management; and 

wi I derness. 

May 7, 1980 A planning workshop for 15 local officials as attended by 

three persons* No new concerns appropriate for the plan- 

ning process were raised. 

August 14, 1989 The Grand Resource Area Manager briefly summarized the 

planning effort at a meeting of the Moab District Multiple Use 

Advisory Counci I * The Counci I ‘s Land and Water Use Eva1 uation 

committee undertook a study of the Issues and planning criteria 

that had been developed for the RMP. 

October 3, 1980 After a formal presentation on the GRA planning effort, the 

Mu ltlple Use Advisory Counci I accepted the recommendation of 

the Land and Water Use Evaluation committee that the Council 

support the GRA planning effort as developed to date. 
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October 29, 1980 

January 8, 1981 

May 27, 1982 

June 4, 1982 

June 30, 1982 

February 14, 1983 

March 3, 1983 

April 12, 1983 

April 21, 1983 

A brochure explaining the planning issues and criteria was sent 

to 3OU individuals and groups who had indicated interest in land 

use planning information. This brochure contained a public 

comment form, and 18 of these were returned. These comments 
were analyzed by the RMP team. 

The Advisory Counci 

discussed the RMP p 

the Advisory Counci 

were suggested. 

A Federal Register n 

‘s l-and and Water Use Evaluation committee 

anning criteria and subsequently reported to 

on January 16. No changes in the criteria 

otice announced the availability of the re- 

vised planning issues and criteria and invited public comments 

on those revisions and participation in the scoping of the Man- 

agement Situation Analysis (MSA). It also announced two public 

meetings for this purpose to be held on June 30. 

A news release to local media announced a pub1 ic workshop to be 

held June 30 to discuss the future management of the GRA. It 

summarized the issues and invited comments. 

Letters were sent to approximately 350 persons and groups who 

had axpressed interest in land use planning information, an- 

nouncing the availabi lity of a brochure describing the revised 

plannlng issues and criteria. Copies of the brochure and 

letters announcing the June JO pub1 ic meeting were sent to al I 

who requested copies and to key user groups and city, county, 

and State government agencies with land management responsibi Ii- 

tY* 

A public meeting was held for the purpose of obtaining comments 

on the revised issues and criteria and on scoping the management 

situation analysis. This meeting was attended by 14 persons. 

A Federal Register notice announced availability of the Draft 

RMP/EIS and provided addresses for obtaining copies and for 
submitting written comments. It stated that the pub I ic comment 

period would begin March 11 and end on June 10, 1983, and also 

announced an open house to be held Apri I 21, 1983 for the pur- 

pose of receiving oral and written comments. 

A Federal Register notice announced a shift in the public 

comment period to begin March 16 and end June 13, 1983. 

A news release to local media announced the time and location 

of the open house to be held Apr-i I 21, listed the planning 

I ssues, and confirmed the deadline for public comments to be 

considered in the proposed RMP and flnal EIS. 

The open house was attended by 17 persons. Members of the team 

were availab Ie to answer questions and discuss concrns. Attend- 

ees were invited to submit written comments. 
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Efforts to maintain contact with and supply lnformatlon to the varlous elements of 

the public were continued into the writing of the RMP/EIS. Such contacts were 

primarily orlented toward those Individuals, groups, and agencies that would be 

directly concerned with the proposal, lncludlng stockmen, recreatlonists, ildlife 

cancer ns) mineral interests, the academic community, and the four Utah Congressional 

delegates. Representatives from many of the previously mentioned individuals, 

groups, and agencies were contacted for speciffc information. Comments on the de- 

velopment of the RMP/EIS have been received 

American Mining Conyress 

AMOCO Product Ion Company 

Atlantic Rlchf leld Company 

Atlas Minerals 

Bowers Oil and Gas Exploration, Inc. 

Buttes Resources 

Chevron U.S.A. s Inc. 

Conoco, Inc. 

Dead Horse Point State Park 

Energy Fuels 

Fortune 01 I Company 

Four Corners W i I derness Workshop 

GRA Livestock Operators 

Gulf 01 I Exploration and Prod. Co. 

Humane Society of Utah 

Husky 01 I Company 

Minerals Exploration Coalltlon 

Moab Di str Ict Grazl ng Advlsory Board 

Moab Ready Mix 
Nat ional Parks Conservation Associ at ion 

Natural Resources Defense Count f 1 
Noranda Exp loratlon, I nc* 

from the following Interest groups: 

Northwest Plpel Ine Corporat Ton 

Outlaw River Expeditions 

Ph i I I ips Uranium Corporat Ion 

Red Rock 4-Wheelers 

RIO Algom Corporation 

Rocky Mountain 01 I and Gas Association 

She1 I 01 I Company 

Sierra Club, Utah Chapter 

Sl lckrock Outdoor Society 

Standard 011 Company of lndlana 

Space River Rats 

Tenneco 01 I 

Texas Gulf Sulphur, Inc. 

Texas Oi I and Gas Company 

TX0 Product ion Corporation 

Un Ion Carbide Corporat Ion 

Union 76 

Utah Native Plant Society 

Utah Power and Light Company 
Utah WI 1 derness Associ at ion 

Wexpro Company 

Copies of this proposed RMP and f I nal EIS wi I I be sent to al I who have commented; 

extra copies may be requested by contacting Colin P- Christensen, Area Manager, 

Bureau of Land Management, Grand Resource Area, P. 0. Box M, Moab, Utah 84532 (8Ol- 

259-8193). 

CONSISTENCY REVIEW 

Duriny the preparatlon of the Draft RMP/EIS, consistency reviews were completed with 

UDWR, the State Resources Development Coordinating Committee, Ute Tribal Counci i 

Chairman (Fort Duchesne), the Grand County Commission, and the San Juan County Com- 

mission. Prior to approval of the proposed RMP, the State Director wil I submit the 

plan to the Governor of Utah and identify any known inconslstencles wlth State or 

local plans, policies or programs. The Governor wl I I have 60 days in which to 

Identify lnconslstencies and provide recommendations in writing to the State 

Director. The consistency of the plan with the resource related plans and poltcfes 

of other Federal Agencies, State and local government and Indian tribes will be 

evaluated In the future as part of the formal monitoring reviews of the plan. 
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RECORD OF DECISION 

The Grand RMP w i I I be approved no earl ier than 30 days after publication of the 

proposed RMP and final EIS by the EPA In the Federal Register. The approval of the 

plan w I I I be documented in a record of decision which will be available for pubilc 

review. Approval will be withheld on any portion of the plan protested until ffnal 

act Ton has been completed on suah protest. 

PROTEST PKOCEDUKES 

Any person who participated in the planning process and has an Interest that is or 

may be adversely affected by approval of the proposed RMP may f Ile a wrltten protest 

wlth the DIrector of the BLM within 30 days of the date the EPA publishes the notice 

of receipt of the proposed RMP and final EIS in the Federal Register. 

The protest shall contain the name, mailfny address, telephone number, and Interest 

of the person f I I ing the protest; a statement of the issues belng protested (ralslng 

only those Issues that were submltted for the record during the planning process); a 

statement of the parts of the plan being protested; copies of al I documents address- 

Ing the issues submltted during the planning process by the protesting party, or an 

fndfcation of the date the Issues were discussed for the record; and a concise 

statement explaining why the State Director’s decision Is believed to be wrong. 

The Director shall render a prompt wrltten decision on the protest, setting forth 

the reasons for the declslon. The decision shal I be sent to the protesting party by 

certlfled mall and shall be the final decision of the Department of the interior. 

COMMENT ANALYSIS 

After pub I lcat ion of the draft, 39 wrltten comments were received, of which 5 orlgl- 

nated withln the Moab District, 14 came from other parts of Utah, and 17 came from 

other states. Of the 39 wrltten comments, 3 came from State government, 6 from 

other Federal agent I es, 14 from Industry, 5 from environmental and conservation 

groups, 4 from other types of groups, and 7 from individuals. 

All letters were revlewed to determine whether they met the required crlterla for 

response (i.e., discussion of the adequacy of the draft document). Substant lve com- 

ments that presented new data or questioned facts or analyses were fully evaluated 

and given responses which are printed later In this chapter. 

Changes or additlons to the draft arising from public comments are included in 

Chapter 3 of this Final RMP/EIS, Additions and Correct Ions to the Draft Document. 

The letters received concerning the Draft RMP/EIS are reprinted In the followlng 

sect Ion. In three cases, not al I of the material received was reprinted, as It did 

not pertain directly to the Draft RMP/EIS. Explanatory notatlons are Included with 

the responses to these letters. 
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Each separate comment pertaining to the adequacy of the Draft RMP/EIS has been 

identified with a code number (i.e., 21-6). The portion of the code number to the 

left of the hyphen is the number of the letter, and that to the right of the hyphen 

is the number of the comment. The code number above shou Id be read as Letter 21, 

comment 6. The BLM’s responses fol low each letter and are keyed to the code 

numbersv 
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.ETTER 1 

Marcn 22, 1983 

Division of 
State History 
l&T," 51.71 "iSTO91W. xxxm 

IX 
II!> 
3rrc of “I.” 
‘~P..Iu~*Tc~c^Yw*l~.*o 
icaiu”cot”rLcPuE*r 

Colin P. Christensen 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Grand Resource Area 
P. 0. a0x M 
Moab, Utah 84532 

RE: Grand Resource Area Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

The Utah Preservation Office has received for consideration a 
CODY of the draft memorandum of aqreement for the Grand Resource 
Area Management Plan. After review of the statement, our Office 
has the following comments that may be utilized by the Bureau 
of Land Management at their convenience. 

1-2 

The plan has no provisions for cultural resources beyond 
recording them when found ln the course of other DrOjeCtS. This 

procedure 1s typlcal of requirements for cultural resource 
surveys before certain types of projects are permitted. It 

l-l would seem appropriabe in a management olan such as this, that 
standards for survey and nomination strateqies, which are 
federal responsibilities, should be explained as part of the 
management plan. 

Also, consideration should be given to how the aqencv is qoinq 
to carry out federally mandated orojects under its own cultural 
resource requirements, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation regulations, and other oertinent regulations 
pertalning to the 1966 Hlstorlc Preservation Act as amended. 

Ue feel that the document is written in the style of an impact 
statement rather than a management plan, and that mav be some 
of the source of confusion. But if it is to be called a plan, 
planolng should be considered for cultural resources. 

The above is provided on request as information or assistance. 
We make no regulatory requirement,, since that responsibility 
rests with the federal agency official. However, if you have 
questions or need additional assistance, olease let us know. 
Contact Jim Dykman at 533-7039. 

Sincerely, 

Melvin T. Smith 
Director and 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

JLD:jr:F946/5821c 

Response to Letter 1 from the Utah Division of State History, Melvin T. 
Smith, l)irector. 

l-l When the planninq issues were being identified, it was deter- 
mined that cultural resources within the GRA could be managed 
following normal BLM administrative procedures. Routine 
methods for protecting cultural resources from development are 
described on page 3-17 of the Draft RMP/EIS. Nominations 
to the National Register of Historic Places may be made at any 
time. Standards for survey and nomination and other actions 
are described in such documents as the Bureau Manual, the Code 
of Federal Requlations, and the Utah ELM's procedures for 
culturai resource professionals. As the BLM is required to 
follow this guidance, it was not included in the PMP. 

1-2 Projects imolemented as a result of RMP decisions will follow 
the procedures described on pages 2-64 and 3-17 of the Draft 
RMP/EIS. 



LETTER 2 -- 
E. Fnd Bird,L.,, CO”ocD Inc. 
PubllC Lands Coordlnalor 555 17th strce, 

Denver. co 80201 
i30315.75 5123 

narch 29, 1983 

Coli" Christensen, Area Xanager 
BLM - Grand B.A. 
P. 0. BOX x 
Sxib. Utah 84532 

Dear .Yr. Christensen: 

The Grand RW,,,EIS Preferred Xlternat1',e recommends "drop" for the following 
WSA=, based on known 011 and gas proauctron plus f31rl'l' high mineral values. 
manageability problems, and adverse economic effects were it designated 
wilderness: 

UT 060-1006 Flume Canyon 
LT ObO-1ooc spruce Canyon 
UT 060-1ooc CO.31 canyon 

I agree with your recommendation for the reasons cited. 

Negro Bill (60-138) is recommended for an Outstanding Natural Area and I 
agree with that for your cited reasons. 

I specrfically and emphatically disagree with the recommendation to include 
Desolatlo" Canyon (60-068A) as Wilderness. Just across the river, the Price 
River B.A. gives Desolation Canyon a top grade energy/minerals rating. In 
Price River. all or part of four federal or1 and gas units exist, the area is 
almost entirely leased, It contains known geologic structures certified by 
the USGS, it has outstandinq coal reserves, and actual current production 
from wltnl" the NSA. The NW-SE trending Uncompahgre Uplift crosses the river 
into the Desolation Canyon WSA of the Grand R.A., and the same geologic conditions 
can be prolected so"theast alonq the Uplrft. 

The GRA oesolatlo" Canyon WSA is without question highly prospective oil country. 
Wilderness foreclosure would be lrresponslble management. Non-designation would 
afford the opportunity for hydrocarbo" development if and when the nation's 
natural circumstances so indicate. The rugged riverside topography already 
affords natural protectlo" to the area, and the river itself is already protected 
by NHL qudellnes. Wilderness designation is not therefore required for prot$ction. 

Colin Christensen, Area Manager 
BLM-Grand R.A. 
March 29, 1983-- 
Page 2 

There are at least a couple dozen state ordprivat@ sections in the GRA Desolation 
Canyon presenting unresolved manageability problems. Because of the unfortunate 
inclusion of Desolation. Canyon in your preferred Alternative C, I cannot support 
that recormnendation. 

Alternative A appears to be a reasonable comprimise and the one for which I 
vote. 

Yours very truly, 

_ ,~;;;~&&&~ 
E. Fred Birdsall 

jil 
CC: 
Debbie Rousek, RMCGA 

Response to Letter 2 from Conoco, Inc., Denver, Colorado, E. Fred Bird- 
sall, Public Lands Coordinator 

2-l The Desolation Canyon Wilderness Study Area (WSA) is shown as 
having hydrocarbon potential in Figure 1-12 in the 3raft RMP/ 
EIS. This potential was considered during the development of 
alternatives. 

..kdCVIIdC LY Lrllrl llllli ,r,r /,r_ln I,,I,,ClA” t̂ L*-*^ ,,._A _̂ .I 1 * 



LETTER 3 
@onto) 

Conoco 4°C 
515 17th street 
oenrer co 80202 
1,011 515 6123 

I Marc" 29, 1983 

Hr. Colon ChrLs:ensen 
Area Yandqer 
BL.Y - Grand R. A. 
P. 0. BOX :I 
?foab , utah a4532 

I 
Dear Mr. Chrlscensen: 

I have received a copy of t?.e Grand WP/DEIS and I want to commend you and the 
BLV for the t?orouqh effort that It represents. I have by separare cover sent 
you my comments on the DEIS for :,our conslderat1on. The purpose of this letter 
1s s0mewnz.f different. 

As a member of a public lands acuon qroup in the Rocky Mountain 011 and Gas 
AssocldtLon It 1s my assignment to review the BLV's EIS material from Utah and 
provide a synopsis to other RMCGA members hiqhllghtlng what I belleve to be 
pertinent conslderatlons insofar as 011 and qas are concerned. A sort of = 
book report to our membership in case any of them dre Interested and want to 
respond. 

In my letter to &YOGA on the GP.A DEIS, I noted the following: 

"Oil and gas productlon data make no allowance for future 
dlscoverles. The current productlo" of 10 rmllion MCF 
gas plus 50.300 BOPy appears to be pro)ected as a constant. 
dlmlnlshed only by the restrlctlons which would be imposed 
on current productlo" by each dlternatxve. Undiscovered petroleum 
productlo" losses result1r.q from stlpulaclons or withdrawals are 
not ejtlzated sr con]ectJred. nakrnq dollar tradeoff declslons 
1mposslble." 

i‘pon careful re-readrnq of the GRA CPIS : see that you have 1" fact not only 
estimated the rlecrease 12 productlo" but also (p. 4-77) translated that into 
state and county royalty losses resultlnq from decreased federal revenue sharing. 
IncIdentally yours 1s the first DEIS I have read which makes thrs mportant 

I 
translation. 

Mr. Colin Christensen Mr. Colin Christensen 
March 29, 1983 March 29, 1983 
Page 2 Page 2 

It is possible that w,u may receive response from one or more who have accepted It is possible that w,u may receive response from one or more who have accepted 
my error as fact and write you accordingly. my error as fact and write you accordingly. I regret any confusion that may I regret any confusion that may 
result. result. 

Yours very truly, Yours very truly, 

gy&$&?Z// gy&$&pz// 
E. Fred Birdsall E. Fred Birdsall 

jil jil 

_~~- =.- .._.. - -.*.._1 -̂ _ -̂-̂  
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LETTER 4 
ChWNl8l 

LSA Inc. 
+J 700 South Colorado Blvd..P. 0.60x 5gg.Oenver.CO 80201 

Richard T. Hughes 
Slat‘ Analyst 
Le@atve and ReqJlaiOry Ai‘alrs 

March 31, 1983 

Draft IWP/EIS 
Grand Resource Area 

Mr. Colin Christensen 
Bureau of Land Xanagement 
P.O. Box H 
Moab, Utah 84532 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

I 
Thank you for this opportunity to review and comment on the Draft FNP/EIS for 
the Grand Resource Area. The planning analysis appears reasonably comprehensive, 
but in its treatment of oil and gas resources we do not believe the analysis supports 
a move from the current situation (Alternative A) to a more restrictive situation 
(Alternative C - Preferred). Our specific concerns about the treatment of oil and 
gas in the RJlP/EIS are as follows: 

1) As far as it goes, we do not quarrel with the accuracy of the assessment of 
4-l 

I 

oil and gas potential as displayed in Figure 5. While the areas indicated 
as having oil and gas potential are probably the most prospective, the dis- 
play implies that other areas are not at all prospective. This is inaccurate. 
Virtually all of the Grand Resource Area is considered to have oil and gas 
potential and the display of potential would be more meaningful if it showed 
degrees of potential (high, medium, low) rather than potential or no potential. 

2) The areas identified for more restrictive management under Alternative C closely 
coincide with the areas identified 3s llavinp. oil and qas potential in Figure 5. 
The decisions ln favor of more restrictlve management appear to have been based 
solely iln surface values dnd without regard to 011 and ::as values. Recause the 
degree of restriction is not tied to t!ie 011 ,Ind gas potential, it is difficult 

4-2 to determine what resource trade-off decisions have been made. The Draft RNP/ 
EIS would more slearlv demonstrate these trade-offs if ninerals potential and 
access restrictions were displayed concurrentlv in some manner. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to participate in your plrinning process. iZe 
hope our conments are helpful. 

Sincerela, 
- > _-. 

i, 
; ',',.,. v ' 

Response to Letter 4 from Chevron U.S.A., Inc., Denver, Colorado, Cich- 
ard T. Hughes, Staff Analyst for Legislative and Regulatory Affairs 

There is potential for hydrocarbon production in areas other 
than those shown in Figure 1-12 in the draft RFlP/EIS. The 
areas shown on the map are based on geologic inferences and 
evidence from prospectinq and/or production. 

4-2 Oil and gas values and other resources were considered concur- 

rently in the development of the alternatives. Values consid- 
ered are shown on the issue maps in Chapter 1 of the draft. 

. -.. .., __---. cy .Y,“UII y/, , ‘lr ,,“X I,7 I. “-r-n f-n *^I I^.....-. 



LETTER 5 Response to Letter 5 from Diana Christensen, Bountiful, Utah 

:<I-. C311n ?. Cilrls'ense? 
SLY ;r-dnd ?esource Area 
PO ?nx :I 
MaaD, dtan d4532 

SE: ;rand ?escurce Management Plan 

Gear 'r. C~r1stensen; 

i-l I am deeply concerned with the treatment of cul:ural 
'escurces I" the draft land "se plan for the Grand Resource 
:re3. 

/- 

donarently, comments from Mr. Lloyd Pierson, an 
arc?aeologlst wno is orofessionally resoected in the area, 

/ re:aralng these resources were ignored. 

4s a Utahn who is concerned about the cultural resources 
of t+e state and as a orofesslonal archaeoloqlst who recog- 
rllzes the unlaue and Important cultural resources in the 
brand Resource Area, I am hopeful that these valuable resources 
fill: recewe the attention to which they are entitled in 
:"e Grand iesource Management Plan. 

. 

please send me a COPY of the plan 50 that I may comment 
-ure soecitlcally. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 1 

!i?L 

] / 

ki;;;irim ‘c ' 

Diana Christensen 
2834 South Holbrook 
Bountttu1, Utah 84010 

5-l Potential impacts on cultural resources are considered through 
the environmental analysis process for site-specific projects 
prior to implementation. If the survey of a site indicates 
the oresence of cultural resources, management may (1) alter 
the project so that cultural resources are not impacted, (2) 
abandon tne oroject, or (3) proceed with the project after 
salvaqing the cultural resources present. Sites meeting the 

criteria for inclusion on the National Register of tiistorlc 
Places may be nominated for such status outside of the RMP 
process. The BLM is mandated by law to protect cultural re- 
sources found upon the public land. 

. i ~_1~- >1 L- ~--- - .̂ -.-  ̂ C.., -r -- rne..Tnn 



LETTER 6 

United States Department of the Interior 
1 FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

ARE,, OFFICE (‘i)i.~R.\Do--‘rXH 
1.11, FE”ER.\L BCll.rllSG 

,~iSOI:T" >T.\TE STREET 
SAL-I‘ I..\KE CITY KT.\H .Ii <i( 

IN REP!., KBFFR TO April 7, 1983 

6-1 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: District :lanaqer 
Bureau of Land Management 
Moab. Utah 

FROM: Field Supervisor, Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and 'Yildlife Service 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

SUBJECT: Grand Resource Area IJanagement Plan Draft EIS 

This memorandunt is the U.S. Fish and Hildlife Service (FWS), response to 
the Grand Resource Area Management Plan draft EIS. 

From the data presented in the management plan, it appears that four 
programs; lands, ainerals, livestock grazing, and recreation present 'the 
greatest potential conflicts with wildlife resources in the Grand Resource 
Area (GRA). Some of the conflicts would be resolved by implementing 
Alternative C or II (Limited Protection or Protection Plans), while 
others are not resolvable given any of the alternatives listed. 

Lands 

None of the alternatives adequately address what the projected or 
proposed land sales would mean to wildlife using those tracts. Land use 
changes could have significant impacts on wildlife use at those areas. 

Analyzing the impacts of land disposal actions on a case by case basis 
tends to ninimlze the significance of the lands program. Projects 

"Bold" or "Assets" could result in land use or management changes for 

several thousands of acres in the GRA that uould significantly impact 
wildlife. 

In other federal management programs (i.e. coal, oil shale, oi! and gas 
leaslng, grazinq) an environmental analysis is made of the entire regional 
program as well as site-specific assessments of each individual actlon 

or pro:ect. Although an Identified tract may not be leased, it $5.. 

nevertheless, consldered in the regional assessment of the entjre proaram. 

Similarly, lands have been identified for possible disposal or eXChanqe. 
Even though every parcel may not be sold or exchanged. we believe they 
should be considered in a reglonal aSSeSSment. 

A regional"assessment of lands proposals would afford the publlC the 

opportunity to analyze the cumulative effects of the program rather than 
the relatively few impacts from a single land action. 

6-i 

El-: 

Page 2 

Mi nor21 c 
.  . . L I ” . _  

According to the naps in the management plan. most of the wildlife- 
mineral conflicts appear to be in the oil and gas production and potential 
areas. Season of use stipulations should be included on oil and gas 
exploratory permits where activities would impact big game on critical 
winter range, antelope at fawning areas, bighorn sheep range and golden 
eagies at eyrles. Avolding sustained use of these arqas during critical 
life periods is recommended. Oilfield and qasfield development plans 
should reflect the concern for protection of critlcal habitats and 
seasonal avoidance areas. 

Livestock Srazino 

The major conflicts with wildlife and livestock grazing appear to be: 
degradation of riparlan habltat, big 9ame critical range and bighorn 
sheep range. 

The F!!S has considerable concern with the continued environmental degradation 
of ri%arian habitat and perennlai 'water quality. Riparian habitat is 
rare In the arid west and should be managed as such. 

Uherever rioarian habitat on federal lands can be restored or losses 
avoided by changing or eliminating livestock use, the opportunity should 

be strongly consiaered. In the FWS Mitigation Policy (Fed. Reg. Jan. 
23, 1981) rioarian habitat protection 1s the number one priority. Net 
loss of rioarlan habitat is not acceptable in the plan. Furthermore, 
Executive Order i!990 requires that each federal agency I)... take action 
to mlnlmlze destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands...". 

rlhere livestock use or the class of livestock is negatively affecting 
critlcal big game winter range or bighorn sheep range, remedial action 
should be taken to correct those losses and imprcve the range condition. 
The ~lg game populations estimates used in the plan were two to three 
time their current levels. @moving livestock, reducing herds, chanqlng 
the class of livestocv or changing the season of use on some allotments 
may be necessary to approach these earlier populations levels. 

Recreation 

Off-road-vehicle (ORV) use has significant impacts to wildlife at cntical 
big game winter ranges and raptor nesting areas. 'Jnmanaqed ORV use can 
lead to the wanton harrassment of wildlife. Because of these and other 
ORV problems, we recommend that the 3LM management plan for ORV use be 
applied to all activities on federal lands. Lease and permit agreements 

should have stipulations to contra: and direct ORV use. Also. recrearronal 
ORV activities should be restrlcted to low-l*Pact areas (lands that can 

withstand a high use with few biological or phySlCaI consequences) and 
should require permits to monitor URW use for nanagement purposes. Some 
critlcal habltat areas should have seasonal restrictions of ORV use to 

prevent harassment or stress to ui ldlife. 
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Conclusions 

Of the four alternatives offered in the elan, the FWS favors Alternative 
0 followed by C (the 8LX preferred alternative) as a second choice. The 
Protection Plan (Alternate D) affords wildlife and ,wildlife habitat 
greater orotection oy reaucinq competition for forage on critical ranges. 
protection and enhancement of more riparia" acreage, and more restricted 
areas for oil and gas exploration and development. Yore riparian areas 
would be protected, nore AUHs allocated to wildlife, more wildlife areas 
restricted from mineral developments, and more ORV restrictions than in 
Alternatives A, B or C. From tne information given for Alternative 0, 
nineral production would only be slightly less than Alternative C. 
livestock production would drop slightly and more areas would change the 
class of livestock they support. Yowever, reducing the acreage of 
prooosed lands sales 1'1 Alternative 0 would retain an additional 66 
AUM's to compensate for some of the lost production. 

The Protection blan (Alternate 0) affords wildlife and wildilfe habitat 

greater orotection by reducing competition for forage on critical rances, 
protection and enhancement of nore riparia" acreage, and more restricted 
areas for 011 and gas exploration and development. 

rlonhere in the plan is a reference made to Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC). In the ACEC policy and procedures guidelines (ELM, 
1383) identification and designation of ACECs is recoqnized as an important 
part of the planning process. In the ACEC policy document. the Resource 
:"anaqepent Plan (RMP) definition states "Identification of potential 
ACECs is normally done throu9h the planning process (RMP)". 

ACECs include a broad range of resources including critical or important 
fish and .fildlife habitats, cultural or scenic values and resources, 
natural systems and natural hazards. ACEC designation allows special 
management attention to be given to these types of resources. The 
omission of this iflportant part of the planning process IS of concern to 
the FYS. de feel there are lands within the Grand Resources Area that 
need special management. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment 4," this draft EIS. If you have 
any questions regarding oar response. please contact u 

4 

,’ ,-L/4 - / 
-J’ *.F’” 

CC: BLt4. SLC, UT 
DWR. SLC, UT 

Response to Letter 6 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Salt Lake 
City, Utah, Robert Jacobson, Field Supervisor 

6-l 

6-2 

The BLM land disposal proqram would not cause significant 
changes to existing wildlife values. All of the isolated tracts 
identified for possible disposal were evaluated in the Draft 
RMP/EIS. The two tracts along the Colorado River near Westwater, 
the tracts in the Book Cliffs, and the tract near Dead horse 
Point were found to have important wildlife values. These 
values would be carefully analyzed prior to considering disoosal 
of the tracts. 

The sales portion of the land disposal proqram IS, by design. a 
local program. Most of the action is carried out at the field 
office level, to assure that local concerns are addressed. 

This cornnent does not specify which alternatives present a prnb- 
lem. Alternative A (present manaqement) provides considerable 
site-specific protection. Wildlife is one of the factors con- 
sidered in determining areas that would be placed in the more 
restrictive leasing categories (Categories, 2, 3, and 4). as 
the comment sugqested. ATternatives C and D would, if adopted, 
provide even more protection on a site-specific basis, placing 
a greater proportion of the GRA under Categories 2, 3, and 4. 
The oil and gas leasinq cateqories (page 2-46 of the draft) were 
applied as described in Alternative A, based on a 1975 environ- 
mental assessment (EA), to desiqnate the least amount of restric- 
tion that would protect the resource values present in any given 
area. The leasing category application proposed under Alter- 
native C is based on a 1981 amendment of the 1975 EA. and the 
application proposed under Alternative D is based on a technical 
report prepared in 1982. Alternative B is, by definition, the 
Production Alternative. 

6-3 All of the possibilities men‘tioned in the last paraqraph of 
this comnent have been considered. Removinq livestock, changinq 
class of livestock and chanqing season of use are all discussed 
and a'nalyzed in the draft. On those allotments where these 
manaqement actions are not proposed, the conflict does not 
warrant such action. 

Protective management actions for riparian hahitat are proposed 
in the various alternatives, but only for areas where present 
management is considered detrimental. 



LETTER 7 

United States partment of the 
BUR OF RECLAMATION 

UPPER COLOP.ADO REGiONAt. OFFlCE 
P.O. mx 11568 

SALT LAKE CITY. UTAH 841*? 

IN lLPL” 
UFEITO UC-150 

PR 22 1983. 
770. 

Memorandum 

To: Area Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Grand Resource Area, 
P. 0. Box M, Moab, Utah 84532 

From: Regional Director 
;&@neau of Reclamation 

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Grand Resource 
Area Management Plan (DES 83/7) 

We have reviewed the above document and determined that none of the alternatives 
described would have any impact upon any program under the jurisdiction of the 
Bureau's Upper Colorado Region. 

The Price-San Rafael salinity control project area is located about 30 miles 
west of the Green River. This location is on the opposite side of the river 
from the site of the proposed management plan; thus, there would be no relation- 
ship. In addition, the impact the proposal could have on the salinity of the 
Green and Colorado Rivers would be very small and immeasurable. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please call Mr. Harold 
Sersland (Phone FTS 588-5580). 

LETTER 8 

4613 South4000West 
P.O.Box20222 
Salt LakeCity.Utah84120 
Phone968-3548 

Auril 18. 1983 

Mr. Kenneth ?.hea. 
Associate i4oab District Manager 
P. 0. 90x 970 
Moab. Utah 84512 

Dear A&-. Rhea. 

'vmtle reading and examining the FtMP/EIS for later comment. I came 
across the following apparent errors that you may wish to address in 
subsequent errata sheets: 

8-I 
i%! 
S-1 Livestock Requirements - NOTE? Concern #2 is missing 
s-11 Alternative D, Line a “an increase", not "decrease" 
S-12 Alternative B, 2nd Para. Line 7 "Treatments & (?) 

3rd Para, Line 16-17 W?uld wevent km- 
rrovements" (dunlication) 

S-12 Alternative D, 3rd Para. Line 9 "humate sales area" 
(dwlication) 

S-13 Alternative c. 1st Para. last lines ~:maintenance of ex- 
istine; watershed imnrovements would urevent 
imnrovement of vegetation in these areas.1~ 

Alternative B, 3rd Para. "(13.507 acres~ add last wren. 

s-14 Alternative A, 1st line. omit "the" (duplication) 
Alternative C, Line 4-5. "Avoidance" 
Alternative D. Para 2, NOTE* Number of wells/year omitted. 

s-16 Alternative A, Para 2 (conflict in 2 CRV scenic loss values) 
Alternative B, Para 2 (conflict in 2 ORV scenic loss values) 
Alternative A, Para 2, line 9 omit "ard 50 miles of stream'" 

(duplication) 
fiternative B, Para 2. Line 9 omit %nd 50 miles of stream*' 

(duplication) 
Alternative B,C & D, 3rd Para. NOTE' belongs on S-17 under 

the heading RECREATION (duulication) 
S-19 Alternative 8, last line, "Loss" to “l..ose” 
2-74 Alternative D, Line 28. Part of 2 Ssn=es omitt when 

canmred with Alternative C. 
Alternative C, Line 3rd UP f'rOm bottom "u t.0 "w'. 

2-79 Alternative co Line 7. MgrCaSW to UarrgSl'. 
2-81 Alternative B, 2nd line from bottom, "&$' to "loJe". 



Ami1 la. 19a? 
Mr. Kenneth ?.hea 
Page 2 

4-p Paravaoh 4, last Une "ungulates &'I(?) 
4-49 ParaqaDh 6, Line 4 "pisDlaced or rosy 
4-8~ Paragraph 1, line 4 "grazi"g~~, add closing care". 

I ho"e that this Information will dove useful to yor?. IJS plan to 
resmrd in xrltinp to the body of the document within the com.%ent period. 
Thank you for rakinq this material available to us. 

Sl"Cerely, 
I ~ -- 

,L _ r,'.', ‘.Lt- -Y/- 

John Paul Pox 
cbiel imestiqrtor 

Response to Letter 8 from the Humane Society of Utah, John Paul Fox, 
Chief Investigator 

8-1 The corrections suggested in this comment have been included 
in the revised Sumnary appearing at the front of this proposed 
RMP and final EIS and in the list of revisions and corrections 
in Chapter 3. Typographical errors are listed only where con- 
fusing to the reader. 

LETTER 9 

4613 South 4000West 
P.O.Box20222 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84120 
Phone 968-3548 

tune 6, 1983 
+ 

Mr. Kenneth ilhea 
Associate lloab District Manager 
P.O. Ekxi’~970 
Moab. Utah 64572 

Dear "r. ;Ihea, 

?ha"k lrou for the opportunity to comment on the draft 3.I.S. 
for the Grand &source Hanagement Plan. 

I will address the alternatives one at a time. The Huane 
Society of Utah is mainly concerned with the quality of essential 
enviroiunont needed to supwrt animal life. 

Alternative A: 
This alternative would cause a decrease i" "on-game wildlife 

due to legredation of envimnnent bi lifestock grazing. The dis- 
vxal of land will decrease grazing Am's, and thereby affect small 
mammals. birds. and reptiles due to land use. 

Alternative B: 
Oecrease of riparia" areas is the major concern with this 

alternative. It iiould cause a large loss of life among small 
mammals. reptiles, birds, and rawtars due to habitat losses. The 
propose" limited fire supuression will cause similar losses. Rere 
would be a loss of ki?ding areah. which would deerease pooulations 
or disolace them. The associated mining would cause loss of life 
due to stress and dis"lacenent. There would be snbstantial loss of 
aquatic life due to mining leases along the Colorado .:iver. 

Alternative C: 
The increase of vegetation with this alternative uoula increase 

wildlife habitat. However, this would give wildlife eight allotments 
for habitat, and only one allotment for riparia" and aquatic habitat. 
This could decrease population of the three endawered szecies of 
fish and decrease or d&place ra"tor; and other ?redat.orv sninals. 
It ~~rouoses to use fencing as a Hay of separating land allotments 
and streams. This fencing could be very hazardous to wildlife i" 
the area. unless design precautions were included. 

nFnlC4TFnTOTHFFI IHIYATl0Y OFFFAR. P41Y AV~~I’FFFR,VC:OF 4,r &\IvA,E 

. -r . L2--_ ____ __î  ̂ b.̂ ^̂   ̂ ^......^.. W” ..,^.x”n me,, rd.. *srr.,n m 
___-___ ..-------- - 
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.nme 6. 1983 
Mr. Kenneth Rhea 
pas= 2 

Alternative r): 
This would be our reco.nmendation. The long term effects for 

livestock and wildlife woul. 2 increase and thus the resouce s.??ea's 
usefulness. The loss of AbX's nay have short term effects to live- 
stock oDerator;, but due to inproved environment naIXi.gement the 
vegetation would increase and irnnrove AUN'S. This management would 
decrease erosion and loss of habitat, and decrease sdLihity Of the 
rivers and loss of aquatic habitat. As in Alternative C, fencing 
of areas could cause wildlife in,jury or death. This alternative 
allows for the retention of eight Wilderness Study Areas which 
uould increase wildlife habitat. 

This FMP is not specific as to vhich non-game species Of 
animals would be affected. The primary species of concern was big 
gane. !lore information is needed on the non-game species to 
determine the impact to their environ9ent. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Grand Re- 
sources Zanagement ?lan. 

xelen 3. Robison 
Senior Investigator 

Response to Letter 9 from the Humane Society of Utah, Helen ?. Robison. 
Senior Investigator 

The impacts to the nongame species that would result from the 
recommended manaqement actions cannot be quantified. Some 
losses to these species would occur as a result of the manage- 
ment actions under consideration. These losses would not be 
siqnificant. 

saw M Mmlheson 
Garmor 

LETTER 10 
STATE OF UTAH 

TMENTOFHEALT 
D F ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 

150 Wer, North Temple. P.0 Box 2500. Salt Late OIY. “WI 84110.2500 

umv n UiiOll. Ph.0 *cmg o,,a 
RODrn.7. 80,.533412, 

II 

‘s 

w‘e1 
h tlminc 
Il/“l 

,rnI”IP 

10-I 

April 29, 1983 

Bureau of Land Managgnent 
I&& District 
P. 0. Box 970 
I.bah, Utah 84532 

Re: Grad Resource Area Manag-r Plan 
Environmental Impact Stat-t 

Gentle¶x?n: 

Wehave reviewed the EIS for theGrand Resource 
Area Management Plan ard have the follming ccxnnents to 
make. 

Under Water Quality, page 3-2. fourth paragraph, a 
reference is made to the headwaters of streams in the 
Book Cliffs reet State Class "C" water quality standards. 
Streams in the Book Cliffs are classified by the State as 
lC, 2B, 3B, ard 4. 

We rm that this and any future water quality 
asses-ts be made relative to the CuTrent State Water 
Quality Standards contained in Part II of the Code of 
Wastewater Disposal, copy enclosed. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis R. Dailey 
Assistant Director 

CC: Southeastern Dist. Health Dept. 

. . . . 



Response to Letter 10 from the Utah Department of Health, Division of 
Environmental Health, [lenn~s 4. Dailey, Assistant Director 

10-I The water quality desiqnations have been changed in this pro- 
posed RMP and final EIS as suggested in the comment. Water 

quality assessmevts, as identified under Part II of the Code 

of Wastewater Disposal, are used as standards for waters lo- 
cated in the GRA. 

NOTE: Respondent also submitted a copy of the Utah Wastewater 
Disposal Regulations: Part I, Definitions and General Require- 

ments and Part II, Standards of Quality for Waters of the State. 
with Appendixes A through 3, and a copy of the Utah !,later Polls- 

tion Control Act. The volume of this material precluded re- 
printing it in this document. 

LETTER 11 
umon ONI Campanv 01;-w0r",a 

< 
Post Oke tbx 760 Moao. Utah 84532 
Teleohone 1801) 686-2236 

u8a1fin 
?!ay 4, 1983 

Bureau of Land !4anagement 
Yoab District 
Grar.6 Resource Area 
P.O. BOX >I 
Yoab, Utah 84532 

attn: Col:n 3. ChrIstensen 
area :.1anaqer 

GRAND RESOURCE AREA 
NANAGE?lENT PLAY 

Dear Yr. Christensen: 

after revlewlng t.ile "Grand Resource Area Management Wilderness 
Tlan" , 1 woulc Like to make a few comments. 

11-1 , ,;;&i Si.S ??ODLCI‘;G AREAS 
:;esource ::anaceren: i'lan lncliided a map of the Grand Re- 

source Area skow1r.c 011 and oas productlon areas and potential 
productLon areas. 'Zhe southeast corner 3f the map should be in- 
cluded as a srod-ctlon area. This area includes the Lisbon Unit 
and sumerous outlying 011 and gas wells. (flap attached). 

11-2 :;‘ILFEP.?:ESS 6 ::O LEASE .4REAS 
:n Cr.f L.L,rerlcan cb?Crr3LeUm ;nsrlt,ute's booklet entitlrd "En-row 
secur1t: for the L'nlted States," It IS rstlmated that federal 
L~ncs ihold huqf enerqy resources rnclud~na 85% of the natron's 
unalsco"erea 011, 301 of Its undiscovered natural gas, 35% of the 
rcma~nlns coal deposits, 80% of the shale resource, 85% of the 
tar sand :e*o"rce, 40% of the uranium and 50% of geothermal re- 
sources. If tkaese riqures are correct, sovernment lands must be 
kept open for exploration for the Unlted States to attain energy 
Independence. 

Sensible land use policies ~111 preserve scenic beauty and qain 
r.eeded suoplres of energy nnd other resources. It 1s understood 
that areas of unique hlstorlc or aesthetic value should be wholly 
protected but areas of s~eclal scenrc value could be explored and 
then carefully restored to their orlginal condition. Although f 

. 
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Bureau of Land Mana( nent 
Management Plan 
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Page 2 

have not inspected all category 3 and 4 acreage, I know there is 
some acreage in both alternatives C and D that should be left 
open to exploration. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT RELATED TO MINERALS 
I think that your research into the local economic imoacts Of 
protection verses production is an excellent approach-to fair and 
reasonable federal land management. 

It is easy to see how your estimates of economic impact are rea- 
sonable and accurate when you are dealing with surface resources. 
In this area you can observe and estimate a resources potential. 
Thus allowing a dollar value, or job value to be placed on the 
subsequent production or protection of the resource. This method 
undoubtedly works well when applied to range management, off road 
vehicle use, and recreation. However, the same method applied 
to unknown resources like oil, gas and minerals can be very mis- 
leading. 

As you point out in your draft, the Grand Resource Area has many 
unexplored structures that could some day represent major oil 
or gas finds. The key word is unexplored. The oil and gas in- 
dustry has done very little exploration in much of the Grand Re- 
source Area. 

An article in the March 21, 1983 issue of the Oil and Gas Journal 
has this to say about our Paradox basin (,article attached). 

"Geologists feel that there are still some 
big ones out there somewhere to be found. 
The variety of structural and stratigrahic 
traps, the thick and attractive sedimentary 
section, and the size of the unexplored 
area offer the chance for finding more 
major oil and gas fields in the Paradox 
basin." 

The extent of oil and gas reserves in the Grand Resource Area are 
for the most part unknown. It is this unknown that invalidates 
your economic impact estimate as it relates to the application of 
oil and gas categories three and four. 

The only way to properly estimate economic potential of oil and 
gas in the Grand Resource Area is through exploration. 

A good production-protection balance cannot be obtained by ex- 
cluding land from future oil and gas exploration. A better 
approach to management would be to concentrate on exploration 
site rehabilitation. Land under oil and gas categories three and 

Bureau of Land Man4 ment 
Management Plan 
May 4, 1983 
Page 2 

four could require special attention in the rehab phase that 
could assure that the land would be returned to its natural state. 
In this approach the full mineral potential of the land could be 
achieved while still preserving the land. 

If you have any questions, please give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

B.R. Govreau 
Area Supt. 

BRG:aj 

Attachments 

CC: LLR 

, ~__ .._ _ _ _?. _ _ -_ _ . . . . 
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lew Paradox discoveries 

o new Pennsylvanian discovera and a deep 
dry hole have made news m the Paradox basm m 
recent weeks. 

Tricentrol Resources 11-22 Nancy-Federal. 
SE NW 11.38s.251~. southeastern San luan Coun- 
ty, ilowed 930 b/d of 011 and 1 MMcid of gas on 
tests “i the upper lsmay zone at 5,422.32 ft on a 
20/64 1”. choke. 

This success follows the upper lsmay discov- 
ew 1% mrles southeast at Tr~entrol 1 Nancv- 

WbB i COLORADO 

F&era1 in NE NW 3-38%25e, San luan County. 
That well flowed 140 b/d of 011 and 175 Mctd of 
gas and some water irom the upper lsmay at 
5.542-52 ft Locar~on IS about 2 mties e&t of 
lsmav or1 and gas at Patterson Canyon tleld. 

The drv hole, a deep one at 18.885 tt I” 
Grand County, belonged to Exxon Corp. The 1 
Oman Creek-Federal, 5W NW 18.245.2%. south- 
eastern Grand County, bottomed m the M~ss~wp- 
man There are iew detatls on thrs ~nterestmg test 
khlch hes 20 mrles northeast 01 Moab and 17 
mllcs 5outheart of the Greater CISCO area. a 
Cretaceous and lurass~c producm~ sector The dry 
hole also +s located 36 mtles nortk-northeast 
farnow I I&X fiplri a rn~~lt~n,w wwrvmr wth 

zones rn the Pennsvlvanran. Mississipnran. and 
DevonIan. 

The Exxon hole is the thtrd duster to be put 
down on the Onion Creek we. PhIllips Petroleum 
Co. and Rlchi,eld Oil Co. both haa dry holes at 
14.311 and 13.922 ft. back I” the 1960s. accord- 
mg to Petroleum Iniormatron. Denver publrcatlon 
records 

Chandler & Assocrates of Denver have a 
remote lsmav Pennsylvanran oil stroke 4 miles 
north-northwest of Blandmg at 6-33 Johnson 
Creek Federal, SE NW 33.35s.22e. cfentral San 
loan County. The well pumped 6 Wd of 011 from 
6,020.24 ft. 

Thus new dlscovew is 9 mrles north&St of 
Skylme Oil’s lsmay g&/condensate discovery m 
2:.36s.23e and 22 mtler northwest of Patterson 
Canyon which IS an lsmay 011 pool. 

Needed discoveries. There has been a fact of 
notable drscoverres I” the Paradox basm I” the 
past tew years. 

The reason IS no doubt the paucity of explor- 
atorv holes. But despw the axtered exploratorv 
actwty ,n the Four Comers I” recent years. there 
have hwn wmc trmwrtant “11 and ear fm& ma& 

Mow are needrd The a”\wer II more 
exp~orator, work I” an ared 12, tram 
belnx over the h,Il. ,usr a look at the 
map 01 th,, vast area or Ihe )uurhwe,t 
tliustrates thlr po~nr 

In 19Hl and 1982 there was a 
vr~arter~ng or expioration I” 5everal 
parts 01 the havn. mostI\ in the LJ!ah 
and Colorddo pofl~on ihis soate of 
drllllng act~wty turned up so&e good 
“11 rtnkes 

Suprr~or 011 Co. for one had a good 
one at Sent,nrl Peak ,n SK’ NE 27. 
41s.26e en 1981 Th,s Paradox bas,n 
success iiowed S j2 b d 01 (111 and 138 
bid “1 water nlm 42 3 MI ril “1 eas on 
tests Lo&n was ,n south&tern 
Utah’s San ,un Countv 

Th!s Suoeriw nnd ~3s U~P “i the 
best oi IIS’CIJB I” the rewn I” \“m? 
t,me, iymg ,u,i west 01 the Colorado 
lme Pay ~a> the Pennrvlvan~an lower 
lrmav tormamn at 5,787 98 tt and 
5.801-22 1, Flowng tubing pressure 
was 520 psf Cravttv wa5 42” 

Supenor tested I” the Desert Creek 
and I” the ~,ss,ss,pp,an a, 5,942.4i 
and :.270~7,310 tt, tlndlng nothing 
The cornpan” also had a CO! dlscov- 
cry at this fume 14 miles north-north- 
west !n NW SE 14.39s.25e It Ilowed 
4,732 Mctd oi CO2 gas This was to 
be ued I” enhanced reco\cry pro- 

JCC,’ ,n nearhi Lrra,t,r Anrth iteld 
the slant 01 the Pdradox ba1’1 

Las, summvr mere \>d, dnothw dii 
COYCW 01 notr in ihc, “,wn at Uamwrl 
011 co l-19 Fedi,rdl I,, ill’ i\l lY- 
3yn-IYw ,ou,/,iv~i,~~,n Di,lore\ 
Count,, wuthweiiern Colorado 1 iu, 
well tertrd 3YU bri ii, 011 arrd 1 2 
MMctd “1 eas “II 32 t,4 ,n chukr lrom 
thr Prnnsylvani.in V&r! Creek pa ar 
6.250-56 11 Flownr: tublng pre3aure 
was JhO pr, 

~oc-at~on wa\ 3 rn,ltx ?a, 01 the 
Utah state /bne and 1 I mile< wulnw~‘~r 
01 Dove Creek 

In the Four Corners. Thou+ sue- 
CCSSIU/ oli expmrat~on ixwn xn rhc 
PJ,,3d”X bdlln iid” hxh I” IY07 dl 
,\kucan HJ, +rnnsvl~ant.ln <>,I ueld 
the real boom dirin f hli the ares until 
rhP 19505 when Aneth wa, d~rcov~ 
ered 

W,th thr d,sioverv 01 Penrxylva- 
nsan Paradox “11 at Anerh in IYib, a 
sweeplnp program 01 development 
and exploration moved across the 
Four Corners region 

Atter the Pennsvlvan~an dlicovcry 
at Aneth and at nearbv heldi I” sourh- 
eastern Utah came the news or 011 and 
p.as at Lisbon to the north. This multi- 
pay held dlscowry set “tf a flurry “1 
w,ldcattmg in the northern part “t the 

ln rhe veers ,ha, tull,rwed the Lt>bon 
anrl Aneih r)ld\‘, mnrr tIeId\ WPlC 
,ound in the Four Corners baiin !a! 
notilsng JC ~mr~orlanl i2mr alor,i: 1st. 
“i”ci,ti tw Ill‘?, there al? still Wnl? 
hi: o,,e, out tnere i”miwhrrr 10 hi. 
round The var,e,v 01 \Iructurdl 2nd 
iwat,grah,c ,r~p\. the in,ck and dttra( 
IIW irdlmentarv srct~on and the 51ze 
or the unex,,lr>red area otter the 
chance for I,ndinc more ma,“r “II and 
83, t,t~ld\ ,r, rhr Paradox basln 

ihrre ,< /II?“,, ill l”“rn to explore 
,or h\droiarbon> !n ,w western hdvn 
4 huw area “1 prx,,c.~iiv unr~wchrc 
Lsnd CXISIS t,etw~en fne San Rata@ 
,,,d ,a the K~ipxoi\‘~,r bailn 

>rr.it,sraphx ,r~pi “JYC prov~drrl 
,mc>i, nt the urrwnt re)ervei ,n I”? 
Parxiox wji,“n and can be rxpectcd 
TO prowir even more oil and ~a\ I” 
the ,u,ure 

,, ~pe,,,s iha\ mos! recent rir~llmg in 
the area has been cn wulheaiiern 
Utah Needed are more wldca:i I,, 
coutheas,ern C~,lorado nrxtheastern 
Ar,rona. and northwestern iucw Mer- 
ICO Also, the Ll,bon regw” and u” 
north to the C,ico area should also he 
hne wildca: ““/ect~ves 
john C. McCaslin 
Exploral~on EdItor 

ARKANSAS 
Reentry 3, an Arkansa, well came up 
wth a dual producer ,,I the ,urasc,c 
Cotton Vallev and Smackoher torma- 
fl”“5. 

The new producer is Anadarko Pro- 
ducrton Co l-16 Goode “4”. NW 
NW 16.18s.19~. Atlanta wld, Co- 
lumbla Counti. The well had prew 
ouilv been a producer I” the imack- 
“\?, 

Operator drIlled out and pwrorated 
,n the Corton Vallev at ;.?R4~; 36i 1, 
Swabolng and tl”w,n~. got 69-1 bo d 

Pump got 20 b d or 011 rrom the 
Smackover at 8.,!36-bi :I 

COLORADO 
There,, a new Codell well in the 
Denver bas,n 

Location is I” the spaces are<> “t btg 
Wattenberp. held. northeastern Colw 
rado. 

The 6-l Dinner. SLV S,,’ bv-4n- 
64’~ tlowed 11 3 b/d or 01, and 500 
Mctd “i gas on a 10 64 in choke at 
7.070-89 1, in the CodelI or Crrta~ 
Ce”“5 age 

Flowmg tub,ng pres,ure was I.683 
lx1 

Th,s new well 15 ,n Weld County. (1 
mtles southeast or Lreelev and I mile 

east or nearest Cod& productton 8” 
th,, part “t the Denver barln 

IDAHO 
Th ere s new w,ldcat act,“” slated for 
Idaho 

Th,s new act,wty 1s on the Snake 
Rwer Plan R&T Exploration of 001,e 
WIII droll two l.SOO ft tests in undrllled 
townsh,pi or io~tnweiiern Idaho The 
1 John xrineer I( Ji miles northww 
or Boise I” ~“rtnwe~tern Pa)ette 
Countv ,n NE Y-9n--liz 

And. h(, m,~ei ioutheast “1 Boise 
the I ,oe Ell,ou ii,// dr,ll ,n SE NV, 3i- 
jdk ,“ulhrrn timore Count\ 

4imoco Production Co ha, me onlv 
other a‘,,,~ ,po, ,n Idaho a, th,i \vr,t- 
,nq. the 19-1 hl,liord ,n NIV S\Y 19. 
1 jn 27e. a 1?.?00 !t \%~ldcat in south- 
eastern Lemh, ioun:v RIG IS at the 

KANSAS 
~,a Petroleum Co hai d nev.’ held 

,n Clark Cuunt,. wuihcrn hamas ai 
I-h Cunnlnsium. NE N\V )E wi-li~ 
2 3,“‘ 

Flow wai I 3 MMrtd “1 aas lrom 
the Penn<vlvan,an Mnrm.it”n ~1 
5 OAR-93 I/ NCJW,l pr”d”ct1”” I\ ? 
ml/es “OrtheJIt I” McMllllon idrIsIng 

held 
in inake Creek held. same count\. 

Rune Dr$ll,ng Co completed h-23 
Barb, in NW SE NW 23.34s.21,~ 
pumptng 122 b,d or 40” gra”ft\ “II 

In Pratt Count\ ImperIaI 011 e*- 
tended A&W II& 1 ml/e east at 1-B 
Dorean 5” B-28,.15w Flow Wdl 120 
b’d “1 011 and 33A Mctd of gas tram 
the tvi~wwpp~an at 6,JOS~l 1 ft 

LOUISIANA 
Arkana uelti in Bos\,er Parish north- 
iie‘t Lou,i:ana. c”nr,n”~s to expand 

FI:rw \,‘a) 2 900 Mcrd “I gas and 
187 h u 0, con*eniate at Crvstal Oil h 
Land Co ,nreiep”n. 3.All Barnen I” 
>E SE 1~?3n~l 3+., Productia IS from 
thr lura551c Havneswlle at lO.SSl- 
10.:01 tt on a 2Li6.4 I” choke 

Criital ali” has a good well at I 
Barnett C ,n NE SLI R-23n-IL\+ a 
Cretaceous Pettet UEII Flow iias 396 
h,d o, 36 ,’ ~rav,t\’ 011 or d 20 I,4 I” 
chohe trilm pertorar~oni at 6.063. 
6 30’) I, 

1, L,ncu,n Par,+ Trrmonl rleld 
imoue\, E\,,lurat~on Cu of tiouiton 
com~rlrtcd I korm I” 1E ULY IS- 
,Hn-I,, Production i\lii L 150 h?(td 
o, drr e.js on a I? hi 81, chohe rrom 
prrtrmlluni I” ,hP I IC’IJCC<I”I HO,- 
,ton it 8 iOi-I 3 II \vith tul?~ng “re>~ 



Response to Letter 11 from Union Oil Company, Moab, Utah, B.R. Govreau, 
Area Superintendent 

LETTER 12 

Shell Oil Company 49 

11-1 The Lisbon Valley field should have been included in Figure 
1-12. This is noted in Chapter 3 of the proposed RMP and final 
EIS. 

I 

April 29, 1983 

11-2 The figures referred to in this corrment are for the entire 
United States, including Alaska. Particular locations within 
the GRA have widely varying potentials. 

11-3 

The bases for applications of the oil and gas leasing cate- 
gories under the various alternatives are explained in the 
response to Letter 6 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
In both alternatives (C and D), Category 3 and 4 lands have 
been selected because lease stipulations alone would be in- 
adequate to protect certain resource values. These values 

may include extreme topography, river corridors, floodplains, 
and sensitive wildlife species. Category 3 and 4 areas 
usually have several of the above values represented. 

The goal of Alternative C in the Draft RMP was to balance con- 
flicts between renewable and nonrenewable resources, incorpor- 
ating the necessary constraints for resource protection. The 

guidance for developing an oil and gas leasinq category system 
for Alternative C was to put areas in the least restrictive 
category that would still protect the area's resource values. 
The resource values of areas that were proposed to be in either 
Category 3 or Category 4 could not be satisfactorily protected 
if hydrocarbons were developed using today's technology. 

The mineral related economic analysis was based on mineral ex- 
ploration and production projections for the GRA. These pro- 
jections were based on the level of recent exploration and pro- 
duction, the number of acres placed under each of the four leas- 
ing cateqories, and the mineral potential of those areas. 
Because of the uncertainty over future finds, economic condi- 
tions, and technoloqy, these projections should be viewed as 
havinq a fairly wide confidence interval. However, the pro- 
jections should give manaqers an idea of the relative imoacts 
that this manaqement action would have on the local economy. 

Due to a lack of data, the economic impact estimates could not 

be based on a true economic assessment of the oil and qas oo- 
tential. 

P 0 BOX 831 
HO”SlO” Texar 7,001 

I 
Colin Christensen, Area Manager 
BLM - Grand R. A. 
P. 0. Box M 
Moab, UT 84532 

Gentlemen: 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (KMP) 
GRAND RESOURCE AREA 
MOAB DISTRICT, UTAH 

Reference is hereby made to your recent request for comments to the subject 
matter before the final Environmental Impact Statement is drafted. 

Two of the areas listed in the area (Desolation Canyon - UT-060-068A and 
Behind the Rocks - UT-060-140A) are of high long range interest to Shell 
and the Industry. The areas are known to contain reserves of coal and tar 
sands and therefore appear to have high potential for hydrocarbon accumu- 
lation. These general locations have traditionally been considered active 
exploration targets. Our current regional studies suggest that these areas 
will continue to be of interest in our exploration effort, although we are 
not prepared, at this time, to be more specific in delineating prospective 
areas or formations. 

Shell Oil Company is one of the major wildcat exploration companies explor- 
ing domestic prospects within the United States today. Therefore, Shell 
Oil feels a strong need to have as much undeveloped land as reasonably 
possible remain open for hydrocarbon' exploration and production. We would 
like to ask the Resource Team drafting the RMP to interject this need into 
the RMP. 

Ue appreciate this opportunity to express our concerns and views in this 
matter. Also we wish to be updated on your progress in the drafting of the 
RMP . Please place Shell Oil Company on your mailing list for all comnu- 
nications and notices pertinent this subject. 

Very truly yours, 
z _ z-- 

Larry G. Svab 
Land Department 
Rocky Mountain Division 

LGS:lbh 



LETTER 13 

50 South Mm Street 
suite 1570 
Salt Lake Clfy. Utah 84144 
Phone (801) 5X-7797 

Bureau of l>and Management 
Grand ?esolirce Area 
P. 0. Box P! 
Moab, Ut?h 84532 

Attention: ~r.Colln ChrIstenyen 
Area Manager 

Gentlelen: 

,ye arp fan~liar r,it'? your OroOoszd planning program for the Grand 
,qesource Area located in Grand County, Utah. !ie have carefull:r 

revie!jed the defined alternatives proposed for each of the stud!' 
areas set forth in your letter of March 20, 1953. 

AS !JOU have correctly stated this general area contains valuable 

reserves of oil and gas. Not only do Iknoun oil and gas fields 
cover approximately 32% of the resource area, but prospective 
Drodi;cing formations underlie the entire study area. The portion 
of t5is area wnichlies south of the Bookcliffs is part of the 
Paradox Salt Basin. A great thickness of sedimentary roc!!~, 
possibly "o to 20,000 feet, underlies <he Salt section. These 

same sedimentary rocks are productive of oil and p;as further 
south ln San Juan County, Utah. One must assune that some ReoloRic 
prospects within the study ares should produce oil and gas fro!? 
these deeoer formations. Therefore, the entire study apea should 

be considered valuable for oil and gas production. 

Your Preferred Alternative to drop 211 urea.?. from wilderness con- 
sideration except for Desolation Canyon, Yestwater Canyon and 90- 
hina tne ?ocrs 1s agreeable with lus except tQat ye believe triat 
most Of the Desolation Canyon area should also be dropoed fro!? 
vilderness conslderatro". b'ost of 'his 't-e? ??cl: wilderness 
characterls'1cS, except for that portion near the Green River. Gulf 
Oil Corporation has 2 ne:4 natllral gas drscovery in this study area. 
The entire area nas always been considered a orime orospective area 
for ras production from Cretacecus rocks. This recent ras discovery 

is proof that the Desolation Canyon study ?re? IS? very prospective 
area. 

Sincerel\i yours, 

FORTUNE OIL COMPA?IY 

BY: 
,-G. >I. Anderson 

'l:~e Prssldent 

LETTER 14 
Play 9, 1963 
Moob, Utah 

Grnnd Resource .ke.a 
3uree.u of Land F:sn~!genent 
P.O. 30x 970 
I"onb, Utah 84532 

The Koxb District Grlzin:: Advisory Board ijould like to nnke 
the following conmnts re,.. m&ins the i;r?nd ?rea Draft ?.K.P./Z.I.S. 

14-1 

'!hile x'e realize that Yprin:? i;rasinp is crltlc 11 to 
14-2 3 x:-e ;l:,nts, i; i_.- ?i.- ; -.-lo .:3. ; critic i $il:e of t3- ,3 jr 

.." livk?,:tock. The miriolr, havn to nurse their :jounp Lind 
be in good ph-rsical condition to breed. 

?e further disagree with total closure of soa8 me:xs 
14-3 

14-4 

to livestock to nrotcct g:nne nnixals. The figures for est- 
imted big gme nunberr, cm p:?qes j-19 wd 5-11 ore cuest- 
ion-ble. Deer numbers ?re down frcn their previous.hiKhs 
1.i' n i 1 e Xk :re -;uch 7ore nuneroua thn 
‘:hile >;ie hzve no opinion <on nuctbers, 

~a;3;;c~;~; ",;;n. 

3izhorn Sheen, 'ye :re concerned that two ,lllotnents zre 
schecruled for cl&ail.!ent of ;prinr; live:.tock -,razing even 
;nou,-h FoDulltion trend 1'or :ji:_:horn; is LID. .ik 3130 doubt 
tno prior strble er,tigxtes for ?ltzlooe 'is shown on tsble 
3-j. 

?. .!e .zrc cone?rned about changes of ..eacons of use or 
;:tcPssive curtTil:aent of ;ro;:iny: on saline lnds to reduce 
.;?lt content :f the :olor!do :?iver. 'e don't tnink th3t 
livestocx xnzinc increases :alt run-ot'f LS mch 2s the 
i. . 3 ./ ..I.':. dxft uould indic-te. 

1. '.:e -Igree ,%Iith your reconaendxtion of slternltive h (no 
action) for livestock ryrszing. This xi11 qllou five gears 
of xonitsrinr to cstzblish rm:e trend Tad zroper stocvin: 
rite. Ee only thin,: :in do not li::e :OoLt TIternative 4 
is xhzt it ?Ope,?rs to disregard lam :tz.ndinc preference 
in fnvor 3i‘ tne -vern.-e of tine l::st j yjezr, 3ctx31 ,:.;e. 
Due to r;iie need far llzxibility we need tne difference 
act:;een .ictunl ilce ?ni! urcference to co:?Oensa~e "or 
.,leathcr, I finllci71 ,nd 
use c!!rcxe:; innunli::. 

other uxforc;cen event-. .h2tu11 

2. ie 7;ree ,!ith gour se lection of 2lternTtive 0 as -four 
croferred ?l:ernntive. Our concern with this nltermtive 
is the curtzil;.ent of Spring FrazinE in ;zbout 25'; of the 
~~llotnents. Your principle reason for this curtailment 
ic, to -rotect t,Jildlife (sone of which hive been introduced). 



14-5 

14-6 

4. '.'e ;;ould like to point; out th?t the financial fi,-ures on 
t-.blc 3-13 reflect ? profit fro-i ^.heer, 2nd :nttle that does 
not exist. The costs recognized in the table don't include 
interest on cauito', deDre%iation, 2nd taxes. :!hen all 
le,yitinste costs of running; 7 r-nc'l 'ire included, Gee's 
1380 stud7 cnows 'i loss of i410.00 per head. Zven without 
a land char;e there is still :I 19s:; of j50.00 per head. 

I'hese erroneous firures !jould tend to show thct &nchers 
couid .?asiL- -fford cuts in their -Irazing tine or nunbers. 

5. '.e find :yzn.? tnirl-i; in tni:; m'.::.P./3.1.".. :rhich '!e 1i'c.e 
3r)tter t::ln oxcer- :'9 i- .ve ze27. 3.c l-:ur~nu reco;nizes 
2 h -! t cuts in ' rri.1~ U';G ;.sul5 8 e -.?rd to ,:bsorb ;litnout 
?dverzel.i -,ffe:tinz the .:wr-ionr ::zlance of tie r ncn. 
'e !:suld bone r;[??t %>ese cuts ::sul2 be hzndlei cn -n in- 

iivi5u2i 'cn:,i- for CYC> .?r ,iL?e. Y2~e oper2;i;ns !:ould 
3nve .;lt,-rn?Te feed tc :l::e or *cI‘~z-~L; ,:a,.ir;lon:ll sprin; 
Feed could ;jc clevelor:el. itn :0.x8 fencin:, ,,-rin,y u;e could 
Se Ylt2rnltcd. 'itk :3eeD, no Fences ,:ould he needed to ;ive 
2re?s of ti;e r.n.-e 2lt2r:ll;e -.e'lrs of rest. For This reason 
"e ,erc pxrticxlzrly concerned :lit:? ;he crooosed curtzilxent 
of ;nrin- use on :o::t of the r.keep nllot-.ents on the 3isco 
iesert. 

..‘e .Ia:,e z ,ese cements :Jill help in folnulition of tiLe finnl ?lxn. 

Response to Letter 14 from the Moab District Grazing Advisory aoard, 
D.L. Taylor, Chairman 

14-1 

14-2 

14-3 

14-4 

The past 5 years' average use is the initial starting point. 
Xfferent levels of use could be allowed in the future, de- 
pending on the results of the monitoring studies. 

The concerns expressed regarding this management action are 
well-founded and were addressed in the draft document on pages 
4-43, 4-53, 4-65, and 4-73. Forage must be provided for wild- 
life species where they now occur, even if they are not na~lve 
to the particular area. Another reason for considering tnis 
action is to protect critical watersheds. Removal of livestock 
in the sprinq from the areas shown in Figure l-2 (page l-5 of 
the draft) would reduce erosion on these niqhly saline ~011s. 
Spring use is the most critical to these areas. 

The estimated prior stable populations shown on aages 3-10. 
3-11, and 3-13 of the draft were obtained from UnWR. The 
estimated current populations were determined by BLM with The 
concurrence of UDWR. The term "estimated prior stable popu- 
lation" apolies best to areas where the species has occurred 
in well established herd size in past years. The term repre- 
sents an averaqe for the herd size 15 to 20 years aao. This 
term can be misleading for elk, antelope, and bighorn sheeo, 
because oooulations of these species either were not establisned 
in areas where they now occur, or are larger now than thev were 
15 to 20 years ago. The term "herd management goal" could be 
used more appropriately for elk, antelope, and biqhorn sheeo. 
This term represents the population level wnich UDWR considers 
as being the potential herd size for the unit. Table 3-3 nas 
been revised in Chapter 3 of this proposed RIIP and final EIS 
to apply this more appropriate term. 

Livestock grazing impacts on runoff and salinity, and the ?sti- 
mates used in the Draft RMP/EIS, were derived from existinq re- 
search data collected at ljadger Wash, Colorado, an area with 
watersheds similar to those in the GRA's Cisco Desert. Subse- 
quent reports by George Lusby were used in the estimates of 
runoff and the impacts of livestock qrazing. lata collections 
and monitoring took place during two distinct study periods. 
1953 through 1965 and 1966 through 1973. See L?tter 39 for a 
review of the Environmental Protection Aqency's concerns reqard- 
ing this issue. 



Response to Letter 14, continued 

14-5 The budgets prepared by Gee present both accountiflg and OPPor- 
tunity costs. Accounting costs are those for which the ooerator 
must make a payment. Opportunity costs, on the other hand, are 
the net revenues foregone, had the operator's resources been 
put to some other use. Therefore, opportunity costs do not 
reflect actual payments by the operator. 

The $50 and $410 loss per head figures mentioned in the comment 
include both cash costs and opportunity costs. Therefore, these 
figures do not represent actual cash losses. 

The estimated returns to labor and investment in Table 3-13 in- 
clude interest on operating capital, taxes, and depreciation. 
One of the cost cateqories not accurately reflected in Gee's 
budgets is interest payments on outstanding debts. The interest 
on operating capital assumes that all operating capital 1s 
borrowed for a 6-month period. 

Inasmuch as some of this is not borrowed, these interest costs 
will be overestimated. Because the long-term outstanding debt 
of operators is confidential to producers and lending institu- 
tions and is extremely difficult to estimate, Gee did not in- 
clude interest payments for outstanding long-term debt. ne- 
spite the overestimate of short-term interest payments, the lack 
of accounting for long-term interest payments in the rancn 
budgets will generally lead to an underestimate of true cash 
cost and an overestimate of returns above cash costs. 

Accurate data on total indebtedness are unavailable. Federal 
Land Bank records shcw that the average debt/asset ratio Of 
farmers in Utah, Nevada, Arizona, and California is 31 percent. 
To illustrate how much interest on indebtedness changes the 
ranch budgets, an abbreviated ranch budget was constructed, 
using the Federal Land Bank debt/asset ratio, Federal Land 
Bank interest rates, and data from Gee's budgets. 

Ranch Budget Comparison 

Original Budget for Adjusted Budget for 
Beef Herd of 717 Cows Beef Herd of 717 Cows 
BLM Grand Resource Area BLM Grand Resource Area 

Gross Revenue 
Cash Cost 
Returns Above Cash Costs 
Returns to Labor and 

Investment 

5176,229 
87,802 
88,427 

52,78* 

5176,229 
160,037 

16,142 

-19,451 

Response to Letter 14, concluded 

14-5 
cont'd. 

14-6 

As shown in the abbreviated budget, total indebtedness is one 
of the more important determinants of whether operators' gross 
revenues exceed their short- or long-term costs. In this ex- 
ample, the typical ranch can cover short-term costs, but not 
long-term costs. Total indebtedness varies greatly among 
operators. Gee's original budget may reflect operators who 
own their land outright and have mostly operating capital 
debt. Gee's budgets do not accurately reflect operators who 
are heavily in debt. It should be noted that most ranch 
budgets do not accurately account for interest.oayments on 
total indebtedness. 

After the RMP is approved, actions to be implemented within each 
allotment will be listed in a rangeland program summary. Ad- 
justed season of use in some areas may differ by only a few 
days from current management; in other areas the season of 
use may be adjusted so that it is the same for all operators 
within an allotment or on adjoining allotments. 

Range improvement packages, possibly including such actions as 
seeding or pasture fencing, will be developed for all allot- 
ments in the GRA. Some allotments (e.g., those in the M and C 
categories) may have few or no projects identified. Consulta- 
tions with ranchers will continue throughout this process. 



LETTER 15 

:.'ay 25, 1983 

!:r. Colin Christensen 
3L11 .;rea ::anaqer 
?. 0. aox ?! 
::oao. Utah 34532 

3ear >:I-. Chrlsce"se": 

:Amoco Production Company is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Standard 
Oil Cmpanv (Indiana). Our principal job is exploring for and producing 
oil and $as throughout the United States. Thank you for the opportunity 
to torment on the 3raft ?a"agene"t Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
for rhe Grade Resource Area in the Moab District of Utah. 

By your owl aSSeSSmenf. this resource area is rich Fn energy 
and nmera1s. Alnost all of the resource area can be considered 
prospectively valuable for oil and gas; and, in fact, !xnown 011 and 
gas tlelds cover some 32" of the area. We, therefore. propose csntinuing 
area-wide leasing for oil and gas subject only to regulations which 
are reasonably necessarv to protect the environment. The current 
action alternative, or Alternative i3, will provide borh the production 
and protrctio" needed by the area to conform with good multiple-use 
management guldelines. - 

There are ?a"y protection mechanisms for surface resources. and 
the oil and gas industry has indicated its willingness to conform to 
these procecf~ve measures so char no irreparable environmental damage 
occurs as a result of oil and gas activity. 

Thank you for considering our views. 

16-1 

16-2 

LETTER 16 

3 . Lete Christensen, :.ree ::anager 
SE:, Gi-snd Resource iire 
?.G. 30x :I 
!:oab, 7tah 64532 

3ear Fete: 

i .liSn to conn;e"r cn the n+n~ement &an and ZIS staten?e"t 

recently issuea for Srand Resource Area. 

zenersi. : cm only ho?e it :ias"'t :iour idea to use this format 

to tr.y ar.c sal.,e *me of your problems. :fixiw a" <IS and e. Xanqement 

?lm zay b? soneones cuw idea of ?ow to obfuscate tte poor public but 

in zy joon ycu ere doinq everyone a disservice. I read the orijlinel 

Z'IS that 3ot Xl sued and cost ‘us taxpayers nillions of dollars I" 

31s ;ublicatlons. : rarucly I suspect you may get sued again if this 

is the answer to the range ZIS ?rcgrarr.matic for >ou neither comply with 

tke letter or r:?e intent of the Znviroraental SDlicy Act. 

You say that the nanaqement plan is the result of the public's 

requests and your staffs analysis. This is not planninq this is 

fi%htinq brush fires ,-ust like the 3IJ used to lo 20 :;ears ago. 

You +porea one cf your ?ublics reauest, namely 7.y letter of Feb. 7, 

1x2 in vhich I outlined sme of your neeas I" c~ullt-ral resource 

-.anoqenent. YIOU had no one really qualified in cultural resource management 

3" t?.e staff xiting the nanqement plan e"e" thouqh these people arc 

lvallable within the district. I suspect you really don't care about 

cultural re~cs.u-~e~ because dozens of people aren't banginq on your door. 

This 1s retregrade to the t'Jpe of land umqement the BLM ~8s doinq 

20 years aqo when the local "sdvlsory" boards ran t+.e show. 



16-3 

Specifics 

The management plan for cultur.%l resources seems to be to let 

those of us who do clearance work for developments take care of the 

problem, us and the almighty threat of the law. Unfortunately there 

is more to cultural resource management than just protection and 

even protection management fells down. Two examples: I did a RCW 

clearance for Davis Oil through Arths Pasture. The road I cleared 

was not the one improved and your records show no clearance was made 

on the improved road. Similarly gas developers placed a pipeline 

and a pumping station and destroyed part of the railroad narrow gauge 

(historic) right of way at old Cisco. No clearance is indicated in the' 

records here either. Old Cisco should be on the National Register 

of Historic Places (see my letter of Feb. 2, 1982) as should many 

other places to give them added protection because of their special 

significance. The State Historic Preservation Officer says it is your 

job to do this. So does Executive Order 11593 to which Grand Resource 

has never complied. The cultural resources are disappearing throqh 

lack of awareness and protection with your let George do it attitude. 

BLM must do some of the identification and protection work and research 

and interpretation. Go get yourself an archeologist. 

Sincerely, 

-, 

cc. Gene Wodine Lloyd 14. Pierson 

Response to Letter 16 from Lloyd Pierson, Moab, Utah 

16-1 The combined Draft RMP/EISaas prepared in accordance with BLM 
Planning Regulations found in Title 43 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Subpart 1601 (43 CFR 1601.0-6), which states, "The 
environmental analysis of alternatives and the proposed plan 
shall be accomolished as oart of the resource management 
planning process, and wherever possible, the proposed plan and 
related environmental impact statement shall be published in 
a single document." 

16-2 The letter of February 7, 1982 suggested a list of cultural 
resource sites that could benefit from National Register nom- 
ination or the development of management plans. Protection of 
these resources can be considered outside the planning process. 
See the response to Letter 1, comments 1 and 2. 

16-3 The ELM's cultural clearance procedures are designed to mlnl- 
mize problems of the type mentioned. Regrettably, mistakes 

are sometimes made. 



UNITED SThTE5 DEPraTUEHs OE AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 

xancl-iasal ':atl.,nai Forest 
j99 *<'st ?rlcc Ri.,er 3rlvr 

17-1 

17-2 

LETTER 17 
IrIce. Ctzlrl 9:55! 

Calin ?. Chr~scrnsen. ire.2 :!anaqer 
3ureau of L-nd ‘!~naseclenc 
GrJna Rrsource ;irea 
P.O. Aox :: 
‘!oab. L'tah 84532 

2600 

June 6, 1983 

:;r ::~ve revlewed crie "Draft Resource :Ianagement Plan and Environmental 
I-ipacc Statexs~c :or tin (Grand &source irea. \:oab Distrxt, Utah” and 
'-.ave zone specific concerns on the plan's content which I would like to 
srinq co your attention. 

Zur nztjor concern is with the number of elk for the Herd Unit 20 - !loab 
iLaSa1 ::ountainsl of Table 3-3 (pages 3-11). in the column cltled 
"Estlnaced Prior Stable Topulation." Elk vere First sighted on the 
LaSal ?!ouncains in the early 1940's and the current population contains 
the largest number of animals to ever lnnabic the area. Table 3-3 shows 
me ~r~cr stable popuiarion as oeing 2.5 times the estimated current 
population, which is clearly not the case. 

Personnel on the Yoab &anger District recently contacted Joe CreSto 
soncern1ng tills problem. Joe infomed tnrm that the Stan 3ivision of 
'Gildlife Resources provided him vith thdc information in 1980. Joe 
al;o relt that me numbers III the "Estimated Prior Stable Population" 
io1uzlln 'da5 actuallv d nanaqemenc :"a1 wnlch the I'JWR Iloped to achieve 

,clth this ared's sik herds. If so. c.e would like EJ see the cltle of 
i;lac colum L?snred co reflect the t=ue situiitlcn. .i brief narrative 
.>n tnr cecnnlques used by the LDHR Lo arrive at chose numbers would 
.3lso be very inrorxative. 

‘Yv second concern is with the number :iven for the current population of 
rlk on n.iges L-32. I .~m assum~ni: that t!~l~ number. 7&l. is 'the sum of 
thr "Estioatrd Current Pupulat~on" of tht: 'loab. :iook cliffs, and Dolores 
Trmngle ?erds. rhis current population rstinatr does not correspond 

with the estlmdte in Tlble J-3. (paws 3-11) i;hich is 1.030 elk. 

As mentioned earlier, our major coxern is using the column heading 
"Estimated Prior Stable Populations." This title is inaccurate and 
should be changed to reflect that the numbers given are UDWR management 
goals. A section in the narrative would be very helpful in understand- 
ing how the UDWR arrived at these numbers. 

Sincere&, c 
I' 

/“/ 
A--’ _ 

F-2’ L_ /;’ %Z._,&& 

REED C. CHRISTENSEN 
Forest Supervisor 

- 
Response to Letter 17 from the U.S. Department. of Aqriculture, Forest 
Service, Price, Utah, Reed C. Christensen, Forest Supervisor 

17-1 The term "estimated prior stable oopulation" was explained in 
the response to Letter 14 (comment 3) from the Moab rlistnct 
Grazing Advisory Board. Table 3-1 has been cnanqed as suqgested 
and is reprinted in Chapter 3 of this proposed RMP and final EIS. 

17-2 The current population of elk shown on page 2-32 of the draft 
should be the same as that shown on page 3-11 (1,030 elk!. 
This chanqe is listed I" Chapter 3 of this document. 



LETTER 18 COMMENT SHEET 

DRAFT GRAND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

2 
Name: /'j/N (--C-L++,, 1/G-- 

Address: 71,~ 5- ,/(rm& ,n,,~ /I,,/ A/ EL b/3.3! c ; 
I ' 

.- 
Representing: c;Ln,,~~l~ _ bgshs;f /' O;&F p-d 

/ / 

. COHHENTS 

Bureau of Land Management 
Grand Resource Area 
P.O. Box M 
Moab, Utah 84532 

Response to Letter 18 from Bill Cunningham, Grand Junction, Colorado 

18-1 All proposals, benefits to salinity and watershed values, and 
livestock contribution estimates were calculated using exist- 
ing research results and studies in this area or in areas with 
similar soils, vegetation, and climatic factors. Livestock 

are absent for 5 to 6 months; however, their presence on the 
range during a critical time period results in soil distur- 
bance. 

18-2 Changing the season of use would reduce competition between 
domestic sheep and antelope on eight allotments. Spring use 
by livestock is a concern because of (1) the growth require- 
ments of the vegetation and (2) competition with antelope for 
forbs and early grasses. Monitoring studies will determine 

vegetative trend. 



LETTER 19 COMMENT SHEET 

DRAFT GRAND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONXENTAL IFPACT STATEXENT 

Name: Yarllyn ol John Blcklno 

Address: 317 Cemarest Avenue 

0radfZll. 'Jew Jersev 07649 

Representing: Self 

COmENTS 

19-l ,:e reconclend that t;7e approylmately 50 acres already 
e>:c1uoea fr0.x *ISA i39-A (between-tne-creeks) below the 
cllif 1lr.e (4,800-foot elevation!: and all addltlonal 
land celow the cliff line in Sections 13 
of T-26-5, X-22-E, SBL&H: 

14 and 24 
'5e offered for'sale to 

contlc;uous land owners at fax market value. 

Pleace fAail to: 

Bureau of Land Management 
Grand Resource Area 
P.O. Box M 
Moab. Utah 84532 

Response to Letter 19 from Mr. and Mrs. John Bicking, Oradell, Dew 
Jersey 

19-1 Public lands to be offered for sale must meet specific cri- 
teria established by law. The identified parcels do not meet 

the requirements for sale for the following reasons: 

The 50 acres already excluded from WSA UT-060-139A are part of 
the Mill Creek drainage and possess significant public values. 
These include dispersed recreation opportunities and wildlife 
habitat. Sale of this tract would be inconsistent with Section 
203 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
(FLPMA). 

The land below the cliffline in Sections 13, 14, and 24 of 
T. 26 5.. R. 22 E.. SLB&M was remanded to BLM for inclusion 

within a WSA in a decision by the !nterior Board of Land AP- 
peals in a suit brought by the Utah Wilderness Association. 
et al. (IBLA 81-648). Sale of this land would conflict with 

43 CFR 2710. 



LETTER 29 

1 0 SO.‘i5^ 
D n hee,,er 

,,.. .a .,: Al/.lSM :. %_l June 10, 1983 U,ola”o -x 797:2 

Re: Draft Resource Management 
Plan and Evironmental 
Impact Statement for the 
Grand Resource Area, 
Noah District, Utah 

Mr. Colin P. Christensen 
Area Manaqer 
Bureau of Land Management 
Grand Resource Area 
P. 0. Box M 
Noah, Utah 84532 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

In reference to the four alternatives developed For 
resolving the ten planning issues identified ior the 
captIoned resource area, Gulf Oil Corporation recommenOs 
adoptlnq Alternative A. our recommendation appllrs aniy 
to the minerals planning issue, particularly oli and <was 
operations. We believe oil and gas lease stipulations 
described in Appendix R of the Grand Resource >lanagement 
Plan draft provide adequate environmental protection xn 
connection with oil and gas operations. TD continue the 
present level of mlneral resource use may result In 
additlonal oil and qas disco-erles. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Grand 
Resource Xanngement Plan dr3it. 

Yours x.rery truly, 

-- 

LETTER 21 
7.0. 30x 1015 
Ibonticello. Ut* 3'53= ‘ L., 
June 9, 1~,!?? 

;:r . Colin Christensen 
BLX drea ‘:anaeer A* r, 
Grand Resource Area 
P.O. 30x iz 
Ydoab, Ut& 9k53Z 

Dear ','r j, . C"r1 s+ansen, 

I xould like to subnit the lTollo-;:ic;: comentr. or. the >raSt 
Resource ;danaqer.ent ?lan and 3nvirormencal Iapact; Statenen', for 
the Grand aesource Area. 

The Draft XhP coxpleieij- ignores Cultural Resource issues. Ye 
rapid deswuction of archaeological sites on 3L;:, land 1s fl issue 
that the ;i.Z,; cnnzot innore any ionger. .:Ihat does the 3L:.: sl<aIl to 
do to protect t!lese cultural resources'? The seconaary ix?Icts 
from energ tieveloyent in the '?oolc Cliffs has resulted in the 
destruction of 30~;: Brt panels in the Sego Canyon and .;iestwater 
'Canyon areas Ind extensive pot ilunGing in other Ilreviouslv 
remote sress. A11 over the Southvrestern United States archaeo- 
13qical sites 9re bcir,s destroged Secause Jederal ,\zencies such 
as the IX; ?on'C, .:ake an effort to save these irreplaceable 
treasures. -he ion prioritg given ~0 cultural resources by the 
3LK is evic!ent 57 the lack of -;n srchaeolo~ist on the planting 
teat . Y" c?n't -?ake the problerus 50 away by pretending; that 
Cultural I:esources aren't an issue r;llar; needs to be addressed in 
the IXP. /he PZ.:P should be rewritten to include the fo1lonir.q _ - 
Cultural 

21-21 
Xesource iscues : 

1) !iow does the 3X.. PicJ co ;zctiY?lx protect ZIUltUr?.l ;iesources'! 
2) .'knt actions are planr.el? to ~~00 &Tot hunGi::; ;n nrcnaeolo@ca. 

sites? 
3) ::ow toes t.ie ;iz P1‘ar-l to sa1.vnqe the srchaeolo~ical Yites 

that have jcen vnndniizeti'? 

21-3 

21-4 

21-5 

21-6 

21-71 
21-81 

I-) Ihat actiozs are plannea to -revent Lhe dcteriorstion of 
Cultural Xesource sites cau3ez Sj too :xch risitat.iJn and 
other huxux erosion factors'! 

5) i!on ail1 c'ne 3Lt.: rs,:uce L'le 'zecondnr~ i.npxts! caused by 
enerr and zinernl ieveio?xent? 

-5) .:oy does t!le X.: plan to nnicrce the flntiz:Jit:es 1=13'! 
7) ;I017 dops ci:e ,7X:; plan to ~ccelcrate the recorninky 9:‘ wc:ha.eo- 

logical sitrs on ZjI;.: 13114 h7 -Isir; avocational ~rciueolo~ists 
2nd cara-professional XT!laeol3:ir:tS'~ 



Response to Letter 21 from Owen Severance, Monticello, Utah 

21-1 

21-P 

21-3 

21-4 

21-5 

21-6 

21-7 

21-8 

Please see the response to Letter 1, comment 1. 

Please see the response to Letter 1. comment 2. 

A limited number of patrols are conducted by recreation and 
surface protection personnel. Persons caught vandalizing 
cultural resources will be prosecuted under existing laws. 

When, in the course of a cultural clearance, it is discovered 
that a siqnificant site has been vandalized, the site is 
backfilled to avoid further disturbance. 

Two historic structures have recentlv been stabilized. Addi- 
tional projects will be undertaken in the future as problems 
are identified. 

Vandalism to cultural resources resulting indirectly from 
roads constructed for energy and mineral development is a 
bureauwide concern. The nature and causes of such impacts 
are the subject of a current BLM sponsored study. Informa- 
tion from this study will be used to develop methods of re- 
ducing future impacts. 

The BLM will use any and all statutory and regulatory author- 
ity available to prevent secondary impacts. Strict stipula- 
tions are and will continue to be applied to all development 
related permits, and a strict compliance program will continue 
to be enforced. 

Please see 21-3 above. 

The development of a survey program usinq volunteers is cur- 
rently being considered by the ELM, the Forest Service, the 
Utah Historic Preservation Office, and the Utah ?rofessional 
Archaeological Council. 

LETTER 22 
R.R. 1 
canp izou~las, A 5i+olS 
Aln~, 29 Ay 19a3 



Response to Letter 22 from Rodney Greene, Camp Douglas, !disconsin 

22-l Additional cross-referencing within the Draft RW/EIS would 
help clarify the relationships among the various sections Of 
the draft. Publication of the oroposed RMP and final EIS in ah 

abbreviated format precludes this action. 

22-2 The management actions discussed in the alternatives would be 
implemented after the RMP is approved. Implementation would 

not be delayed until the end of the monitorinq period. 'his 
period is necessary only to determine the aporooriateness of 
stocking rates and the results of implemented management 
actions. 

S 
P.0. Box 147 1 

I\Toab. Utah8G32-1471 
Phone (801) 259.EN02 or 686-2300 

23-1 

June 10. 1983 

Pete Christensen, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Grant: Resource .4rea 
Z.C. BOX iTI 
Xoab 'Jtah 84532 

Re: Draft GRA RYP/EIS Public Comments 

iear Pete: 

After reviewing your Draft RMP/EIS for the Grand Resource Area, 
-vie o'fer the following comments. 

The Red Rock ir-Yheelers have been active in providing imput to the 
XX cor.cerr.1.r.g the public lands for several years. In light of 
this we were disappointed that our organization was not listed 
in your i‘IS as receiving a copy. 

The alterrati‘je that we prefer for off-road vehicle use and 
management is Alternative "B" which would designate the entire 
ZRA as open Car L‘RVs. It does not cost the ELM anything to allow 
OR'; use CI: pu'olic land. The roads and trails that are used have 
been constructed over the years by private companies: oil and 
gas, mining, grazing, etc. These trails are also maintained by 
pri.!ate companies so there is no tax money involved. pn the other 
hand large expenditures of tax money will be required to police 
citizens off these public lands. The lone Technician identified 
in the Support section of your EIS will not be nearly enough to 
provide the police action necessary to enforce your preferred 
alternative restrl-,A '"+ions on 635,894 acres throughout your GRA. 

Additionally CRV closures and linitations ,will further hamper 
the exploration ar.d development of energy and mineral-resources 
on the public lands. Under the 43 CFR 38c9 regulations - titled 
Surface Management of Public Lands Under the US irlining Laws, 
Subpart 3809-1.4 - a lenethy and costly plan of operations must 
be approved before any mining exploration or development activity 
can take place on areas designated as "closed" or "limited" to 
CRV use as defined in 43 CFR a3110 reeulations. As the BLM 
classifies more and rare land as either "limited" or "closed" to 
ORV use it also furtner restricts America's ability to find and 
develop its resources because of restrictive, burdensome reFJlatiOnS 
promulgated by sin&e-use oriented individuals within the Department 
of the Interior. 



f 
G 
F 

23-2 

Page 2 

‘<de ‘.‘,‘O u 1 j 1 i!-: e TO address severai items where ‘we see problems. 
discrerancies. or obscurities ..cifhln the docurrent itself. 

Ye feel that tt.e overall tone of t?e iXs discussion of this 
issue reoresents the 5LXs atr,it,Gde ‘.owarcs 3RVs and the PRV 
resource. ano tkat is r.eqari.;e. ?e issue of ORV use is consis- 
tency rreatecl .yit.h. -70 5A-a~ reeati-isn within :ke EIS. Xownere 
does tt.e EIS address :,:haT G:A is e0ir.n Co do for the ?RV user. 
or to ers.ar.ce 9.e CR:’ resource. “his is directly counter to 
your O’NTi :r.s trucxions : ;ten 4 of the ?RV planning criteria on 
p. i-1C sceclficaily statis the :?P/EIS ,will identify current 
ar.3 zot?r.::al recreationai ?.RV use areas. ;.ils has not been 
done. ‘53’. ” inpac ‘,s ” are ccnsisrently described in a negative 
tone : the unoer1glr.e assumption appears ?o be that “RV use 
is soE.etiow “bad.” For example, 3n .c. 3-39 the EIS talks of “the” 
litter:r.z, ..zarzcalisa. ar,d uaaage zdenzified by survey respondants. 
-0es 9Li 2gree h’itl-, these obser~.~atio:s I or recognize them as merely 
:ercept;ons of :h.e resconaants’? 

23-3 
I 

The :*!aD of C?.V ‘.se areas, Fig. l-6. is nisl‘eading. Only a small 
sercentaze of ?.e actual ZRV ro:ites are shown. 
to be iir.l’.ec to 

This aa? appears 
na.ior recreaticnal 73V routes. such as Dast 
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and sreser.1 2eeE Safari Fcutes, ar.d if this is the case should 
b‘? re-titlea. .,.ar.y si5e roures brancn off of these and many 
areas sr.ow r.0 r?R’J rotates: for exair.pie old seismic lines in the 
Clsco Desert, t1i.e oil ar.d <as e,xploraTi or. routes in the Book Cliffs, 
or t.?e “excessl,/e” roaos in t:?e ;dill Zreek area. 

I:?? c:s 3ces r.ot state what the Tublic is beir.g asked to respond 
3c. 3.e cs’:er le’ter, ?:.hic.< is ?o’ bourd i ” 1 in the EIS and therefore 
C2rmC~ b‘3 c- zonsiderea cart of the jocurent, is the only place 
Zhat the dates of tr.e qblic comer.t period, or even the existence 
of a cc72er.t cerici, are zentlozed. The cover 
the reader to revie:v ar3 

letter merely asks 
evaluate the quaiity of the ZiS. The 

qua1 i t;’ 13 ;r.evec ano ‘.he general Fvaluation is, in a word. 
c0nfusir.g. 

The cor.fusioz lies .wi:r an obscure ors?ani:atlon of the ZIS. There 
CC -- 3 lack 0:‘ 1rcss-r”:‘2r?r.c’.rx 37^or._o 1ssLles. To follow one issue 
ttrc-gr.out t’r,e ZIs. ILIC:: 3s ‘I?‘! :se. an3 be share you have gleaned 
I : 311 ic al-ost inscssib,:c for tb.e averaee reaoer. Each issue 
ztates, to a cegree. the other Issues ‘hat impact it, but not 
‘~:r.l,-n other issues 1t in&acts. ?o f allow tr.e CRV issue. for 
exa;r.ple, it is X3X ercL;Pr, to look c~: pare J-32. The discussion 
or the ORV issue does not list a confli- t with livestock. but 
r * L-24 and Yable 2-j bofh s.ent;;r. this. “n r, 2-32 it is stated 
r.i.at there 1s a zcr,I‘lict tet,weer. ‘.7,V use and minerals, but that is 
r.ot zentior.ea ir. the ?lr.erals issue startine on p. 2-45. X’e could 
rot fina f;rtr.er nen:lon of the alledzed conflict in the entire EIS. 
Zhe p1ar.nir.F Criteria 2 cr, 0. l-1C -eAtions conflicts a-ong ORV 
Lisers, tut ttxs 1; rot 7 entior.ed aqair.. liowhere is the LRV use 
issue summarized1 ‘..“.e -able 2-11 leaves out this issue altogether. 
Xhy ‘? 
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The ‘CS’: jis:usslor. is scatti-reg hptween t.he l-#iiV issue and the 
~,~cp~;:cn :sr,~e. ;tcrs A-12 21s A-:^, Table 2-2 and elsewhere 
i :: --r -Iye ;.;A, :.r.c:l:: te un3er -?,‘,‘, 7.ot iecreaTlon. LiZe.:ilse , the 
Sg~crna::on :.‘a-,, T:-.;re 2-2~. ;.rzo~ws ‘1R’J weas ana itens not shown .” -- 
cr: tr.e t..;‘/ -a;, _-. -;;- l-0, .I.:; iters perta1r.ir.q 10 ORVs should 
be SC’I:YTI or tr.2 #^?“I -ar,. 

~:-.e disc-ss:~r. of :te .?,ffec:e; Sr;~ir~,r.:ent does noz ir.clude a 
~:isc~ission 3:. :,-.e I:?‘; r.2so~2rce, k.;t tke 3LX is able X0 zap the 
rp~~~~r~p (‘LE. :-d 3r.0 z-2;) amy is able to describe iz in other ,. - ^ <cc~.i.~er.rs SI;.:.?. 2s tte -v;lcerr.ess a:te aDecl::c Anaiyses for the 
Gr2r.a ?,esourzs .irea. aits 311~ :,ieces of the “?,‘J affeczed environ- 
ment. .p. c ‘.‘j e ” e r , ire I:sc,;ssed zr.aer other issues ‘wnere aliedged 
“Ccp,fll:-y .)y:z-. :jow.cere is :ce discsssion brought together 
into a.5 ;ccers:;rzable sajsaze. 

1k.e Z.IS is :,..I? 3: la’;a zircrecarzies zs They relar;e to r;RV use. 
:?.e ZIG :ta-.-zs :K c. j-2: -hat 7r.e zotai lncai ir.portance of 
recreaz;ozal :?7 lvse car.no-, ‘se estizatea: and on p. 1.24 that 
“sxac: ‘;se fl~,urss ~ci sl;osracriate -,his observarlon (of increased 
ilse ) x_‘p -r.a,;;::able .” The 3X; had over one year set aside in 
-1-e _..” :o:ai >:,‘F ~rczess ir. -which 20 ao inler.tory and Eatner nisqing 
da:a, ;. i-2. .‘,t-~ .‘:as no effort zade to walk down ;i!air. Street 
‘2 r. c 5 a :q 322 ~ZUT.: :r,e r.ur.‘cer 3i out-of-:awn recreatioral i’RVs 

ar.513 a: .zc:o Is an3 resta’urante? The !LY or ‘Jhamber of Commerce 
ccuij .zave 3o~z~;cteo ix :r.for-al survey of rotei operators as to 
22‘. re:r-eat:c~~s:; cc:i:z 70 tr,e area, Y1zl-_- A’ -r to the ;;o-Nuke 
S;r.:s-: :2r.“‘.i3:ea -c.,, ‘0 +e ‘arry 2nd. ‘:overr.or :c.atbeson at Canyonlands 
::arlcral Tar.< . ,‘r‘ EL;: ZOUl.: tave asked organlzatiors such as the 
?.ea ,<cck U-it,eelrrs 5cr sur est;r.azes. 

Ir.c:?ad tte SL:.: ““ctir.tz :enlcle rr ” to estinate changes in 
:se * .:hy was :,?:3 re:r:o3 ze1e- “;FKs rr .‘7 :‘ihere #ere The tracks counted? 
Es:‘, cfter.’ ..ha-. .ieason ~9: tr.e ./ear? Jhere are the raw data? 
‘.ias It 20r.e c:: :or-.eor.e .,r.o c3:1is tell tt.e difiererze between a 
car 7rea3 zv,a a :rAC.L ‘Ix-?? ToAre cc. *vi-at 1s r.eant by “general 
e,/:rlrr-e of , c <S $ ‘: 5, .r.ern :,as -,7:3 data collected3 Nhen’? The ELM 
?,a; zC:?SS tC t r 3 f : ; 2 -5;;nzers - ::r.y ,.verec’t these sea. for 
?aX2.?E‘L” cn r’r‘? CI‘ -7,s “.“<cess1’:?” rcaus lx the :,~ill Zreek area, 
01 ;.-.2 ,.veli-nr.c’.un .,:oa.c F.1:. Tral:^ ‘?e r.a.le seen local kids ride 
:;a cl:ycl?s ‘F tt~e :..3aD ?ir: ar.3 oti;er :ralls - was this type of 
lice cccs xere? f Yew .vas -se on slickrcck areas ?,or.itcred - counting 
,hneel tracts’? .*hy Isn’: ilse data on :r.e slickrock Bike Trail 
B i ‘4 p r ‘? _ ’ “t,e aL:G ‘isea to r.or.:tor it. .;hy doesn t 3LM count the 
cun’cer of ZRV recreat;crzrsts reaued for the slickrock Bke Trail, 
‘wno ..ilst pass r:ct,t b:r 9.e Grw3 ?esource Area “ffice. as often 
as it rcnltors o:Fer tg~rs o* recreatlcr.al l;se or as often as it 
co11rc ts tr,e Farcape at ?r.e :iestwater sawer Statlon? 
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In spite of the above assertations that use numbers and values 
are unknown, no mention is made of this lapse under Data Gaps on p. 
4-3. However, apparently the BLM knows enough about use figures 
to state, on p. 3-34, that the use of horses is "still the most 
prevalent mode of access" to range improvements, rather than ORVs. 
How was this determined? Who made the inventory? What type 
of range improvements, and where? Why do the ranchers all drive 
4x trucks if they ride their horses over their spreads? BLM 
knows enough about use to state in Table 2-11 that closing 7 miles 
of "excessive" roads would decrease the total ORV use by only 1%. 
How was this figure determined if no data are available? Did BLM 
ask commercial outfitters about ORV use when they asked about 
horse trips or river trips? On p, 3-37 the EIS states that out- 
fitters use "a number of ORV trails" but neglects to state what 
number, which trails, and the amount of use. Don't the outfitters 
keep track of this type of use? Consistently the BLM refers to 
the "increasing use" such as on p. 4-10, A-7. How does ELM derive 
so many impacts if it doesn't have any data? And does the BLM 
count its own use? BLM and other agency personnel contribute 
to ORV use, especially non-recreational, whether in the pursuit 
of legitimate official duties or looking for places to put more 
eagle perches. Surely the BLM keeps track of how many miles it 
drives on ORV roads per year. 

Oddly, on p. 4-11 under the recreation section of A-7 suddenly we 
have data to estimate from. Figures are given for registration 
of dirt bikes and dune buggies. Why is this information buried 
in this section? Why is it limited to registration of this type 
of vehicle? It would be just as easy to figure the number of 
registrations of Jeeps vs. Toyotas as Kawasakis vs. Harley-Davidsons. 
This information is largely irrelevant. The proportion of these 
vehicles purchased in the GRA area bears little COrrelation t0 
local use. The vehicles purchased on the Wasatch Front are not 
used there anyway. They are brought to southern Utah and used 
in places such as GRA. The total use in GRA, then, would be far 
greater than the ORV registration in the GRA area. This would 
indicate that w areas, not less, should be made available to 
this vast body of users. 

The RMP/EIS consistently confuses ORV use 'with the number of ORV 
trails. On p. 4-11, A-7, Transportation, an increaseinRV use 
is correlated to an increase in the number of roads and trails, 
This is not correct. Recreational ORV users, no matter how many 
of them are out there on a given day, do not build roads. Neither 
do commercial outfitters driving ORVS build roads. Minerals operator 
and livestock operators build roads. The minerals operators are 
required by BLM to close and reclaim "excessive" roads. Therefore 
the established roads and trails may get more use, but there is no 
correlation between the number Of users and the number of roads. 
On p. 4-12, A-10 the EIS states mining roads would increase access 
to remote areas. Using BLM logic, this would have resulted in an 
increase in the number of ORV users, which is not mentioned. Both 
are irrelevant because under the 3809 regulations these new roads 
would not remain open but would be reclaimed. 
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The Red Rock 4-Wheelers are especially interested in the BLM's 
determination of "excessive" roads. In Table 2-2, item c-18, the 
EIS states that the BLMs preferred alternative is to "eliminate 
excessive roads." What does the BLM define as an excessive road? 
What other types of recreational values does the BLM define as 
"excessive"? Does the BLM go into a study of "excessive" hiking 
trails or "excessive" camping spots or-"excessive" boat launching 
spots? How is the BLM proposing to close "excessive" roads without 
impinging on mining and grazing uses? What criteria did the BLM 
use to determine that these roads are "excessive?" GRA's own 
wilderness studies stated that these roads were excluded from 
wilderness consideration because they were cut by bladed equipment 
and would not revegetate or reclaim naturally. What is BLM 
going to do with these "excessive" roads once they are closed? 
Is GRA going to reclaim these "excessive" roads at the taxpayers 
expense? This is not listed in the Support section of the EIS. 
Is the BLM going to identify other areas with "excessive" roads 
in the future? What criteria will be used? What studies are 
planned? If the BLM has no use figures, how was it determined 
that the "excessive roads" are not consistently used? 

The EIS is misleading in the explanation of the Executive "rder 
covering ORV designations, on p. 2-32. The discussion of the 
designation of "limited" is deceptive. Under the 43 CFR 8340 
regulations the "limited" classification can include limiting 
type of vehicle, number of vehicles, or season of use. The EIS 
apparently does not consider these other applications of the 
"limited" classification in determining potential mitigation 
measures for alledged "conflicts". This should be done. For 
example, if the problem on Mancos soils is apparent when soils 
are wet, as stated on p. 4-46, C-16, why didn't the EIS consider 
the lesser limiting measure of restricting use when soils are wet, 
rather than the more impacting (to ORV use) limitation of keeping 
to existing roads and trails? The EIS consistently slights the 
ORV use in considering only one aspect of the "limited" classifi- 
cation. 

Within the EIS, impacts are treated shallowly, without reference 
to any supportive data or studies. The reader is apparently 
supposed to believe, on faith, that the BLM does not.lie. It is 
not enough for the EIS to state that there will or will not be 
an "impact" or "conflict." The EIS must present facts to document 
the type and extent of the impact, and should indicate a source 
of reference. Although in later sections of the EIS references are 
given, this is not done at all in the earlier sections and is not 
done consistently. 

Some examples: 

p. 2-18 "The major activities impacting watersheds and 
causing conglicts are . . . ORVs..." What is the 
impact to the watershed? What is the acreage? 
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^ ^, y. _-c- 

p. ;-:z 

. h ; I .“. .‘. a : ? r c .- e 3 s : a 1 1 0 f t p, * r, ? 3e iniorzation 
shc::n c.: II:. 1-2 arc 1-L of critical erosion areas 
L?C :r::icc:; .,:aterc-,e33 sno‘:,s poor correiation with the 
,c'.;:: YAW2S ,;p. .yig . 1-6 - . . . ..r.-* dL is the ;rable!?? :'iho 
2X7? :r ;,1:.-. ::qese "Ca2:s" - 
zr.. r. I-IC, it*!? Z-18 

"best crofessional knowledge" 

';cr.;-= 1 
sTa:es that O?.Vs ~roauct? 2nn 

1_ ;01& ?rcs1or. ucw '.'iFlS this number determined. 
3 .z " :o ,',Cl< yr^"r2!-j." 

" 3 1310-‘ r--r, :^- . . . is less of forage through . . . 
-q.,; ---: .,. -: yc ,. IUiL .___ -_. SW 'xas this determined? Yiere these 
?e 12nc.7er'c i:':n s)R',' zcxi>,zities 
act>;.l-"its? T.ke 5:;s nap ?lg. 

,,or recreational "RV 
l-o) indicated rr.ost 

CZ‘I 'LSO :a:es place on estabiished roads and trails: 
in trese areas foraee 'was already renoved by road 
constr-cticn pr:or to recreational ^RV use taking place. 
Perc~r.al ixci-rierco of "lut. Xenber- . _ i indicates a high 
;eTCe.?:aEC 2: trse ,?".Jj ~use off-rosa takes place on blow 
sane 3r sIlckrc'c:lr. neither being highly vegetated. 
;i t 3: is t:re ac reape In./al,;ed of forage loss, and what 
::;ye 2r.d ;sa;:ty of plant n;aterial? 
affFcre$? :.'ho says? 

How many ALihis are 

fcr 
'ejhy is this identified as a problem 

2 O','iS C';t 7.0 t for wildlife? Yihat is the beneficial 
27.;;c T, to range 'use from C.R\is? 

"2“: 'ise :u0uld kp a conflict in portions of seven allot- 
.-(x-ya . " Otis S~C:LOE CI Zke EIS is supposed to be a 
ClCC~~SSiOr. cf rT.e Al'ernati:,es : 'i.' n y is a discussion of 
;7;22:3 7-.1x23 LA: r.ere 
Is 

ir.s:eaa of being in Chanter 4? 
-r.2 5Rlir0 zCr?a2e of +act of the seven allotments 

3ffel :a;'; :?I 0 '," ? ::here is the documentation? HOW many 
AU:,.s zre ir.vol,/ed? Aczordq 
,#il_+yccss c: + 

dA"g to the Eehind the Rocks 
-_ .? 

al;? 'ill: 611 
Sceciiic Analysis. the portion of the 

otrent ,wnicn is traversed by the popular 
Pr::cCett Arcn anU ‘,'oac Ri- Jeep Safari Yrails is not 
'Eeir_? <r2Zea 3~s to "poor feed" 
capac1:;. is quite low." 

and the fact that "grazing 

is :r.sre ar i-pact? 
(Sraft SSA. p. 18) How. then, 

"Confli2 t3 
?inerai;. 

between :RV use and critical watersheds, 
ant 'on-motorized recreation activities 

can be mitigated ...II What conflicts? Acreages? 
Ar.cunt of non-notarized recreational use affected? 
sources of infor-ation or docurrentation? Why is the 
mltlgation on the side of the other activity? Why is 
sot the conflict resolved in favor of the nRV use? 

Hc;v '~2s tke "degree of conflict" determined? 
it? 

What is 
.<hat acres rave a r,ieher decree. and what acres 

and areas have a lower degree? 1s the "degree of conflicl 
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resolution" related to the amount of ORV use or the 
amount of other use, for example horse pack trips, and 
why was it not mitigated by limiting or eliminating 
the other use rather than the ORV use? Why was the 
adverse impact of the other use on ORV use not mentioned? 
For example the impact of horse manure on the QRV 
recreational experience? 

p. 2-56 "ORV use . . . How? 
What? 

impacts other types of recreation." 
Is the impact good or bad? ORV use gives access 

to hiking, fishing, hunting, and boating areas, but 
this is not discussed - instead we are led to believe 
that the ORV use is unsavory, practiced by "suspect" 
characters. Instead, 
in the landscape." 

"ORV activities . . . cause changes 
How? Where? 

How many landscape types: 
What types of landscapes 

sand dunes? slickrock? lllUd? 
How many acres of each? 
discussed, if 

Again, the only resolution 
conflicts were proven to exist, is "through 

restrictions of ORV use." 
other conflicting use, 

Why not restrictions on the 
such as eliminating hiking (for 

safety's sake) in the White Wash Sand Dunes, as has 
been done in places in the Little Sahara BLM Area? 
Also, what is the impact of other recreational uses 
among themselves - what other recreational uses "cause 
changes in the landscape"? 
the horse pack trips? 

Such as the ruts caused by 
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Within the RMP/EIS, statements indicate that the impacts of qRV use 
are invariably negative. 
identified, 

Impacts to ORV use, good or badFare not 
and therefore are not ztigated. Even slight impacts 

are thrown in against the ORV user, although on p. 4-2, Guideline 
1 states that only significant impacts will be discussed. 
done. 

This wasn 
The deck is stacked against the ORV user by compounding even 

admittedly insignificant impacts to give the appearance of an 
ominous, major threat that must be quashed. 
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For example: 

p. 4-10 A-7 Soils - h’iiy would greater use cause an increased 
cryptogam disturbance? - This IS the same confusion 
mentioned earlier about greater use equating to 
greater area, which it doesn't. Koreover, is the dis- 
turbance to cryptogam significant? 
a greater dollar value: 

Which generates 

another data gap? 
ORVs or cryptogam, or is this 

This section reads as if 70,OoO acres 
of cryptogam were to be extinguished. Where does the EIS 
show the areas of Mancos soils that are being impacted - 
again the inplication is over the entire 70,oon acres. 
!!Jhere is the acreage of Rlancos soils given in the EIS? 
Where is a chart or map showing the ORV use on the Mancos 
soils? How does the reference to the California Desert 
relate to this area, if at all? 
tation rates similar? 

Are soils and precipi- 

3-18 1 Vegetation - Is the loss of "individual plants" signif- 

. Yz,.z” IlirL\- -.. ..-., . 
_..__, --_ __ ._-___ _- -__ .._ 

_. . . --A -n LL  ̂ ..,_..._*_A.. 1̂̂ ^̂ _1. m 
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cant? The section states even the impact to riparian 
areas is "insignificant." Then why are these impacts 
discussed? It is not explained why the areas listed 
have a substantial ongoing impact to vegetation - what 
plant types are disturbed in the Yhite Wash Sand Dunes? 
There are virtually no plants there. 

Livestock - The imaact is stated as not being signifi- 
cant, so why is it discussea? 

Transportation - The correlation between numbers of 
users and numbers of roads is a fallacy. 

Scenic areas - ORV use is the way to get in to see 
the scenic areas. Why does the EIS assume ORV use has 
a negative impact on scenic values? Why is a jeep trail 
more ugly than an antelope guzzler? !vhy would ORV use 
on existing roads and trails diminish the potential for 
further special area designations? What special area 
designaticns are contemplated? 'Why not a special CRV 
area designation? 

23-22 p. 4-11 A-3 'Why isn't the adverse impact to the CRV resource 
discussed? The lands disposed of would no longer be 
available for CRV use, recreational or under the public 
land laws. 

23-23 p. 4-15 A-l& Soils - Onsite gully erosion would be related to 
grcur,d conditicns more than ORV use. The impact on 
sand or slickrock areas ,tiould be nonexistent. How many 
areas are ir,volved? Where? 

23-24 p, 4-46 c-16 Soils - Xc correlation is given between the acres 
of Xancos soils and the acres given. How many acres 
are Xancos? YJhat is the use on those acres? Where is 
a map? There is no correlation between the nap, Fig. 
1-j showing critical erosion areas and Fig. 2-8 or 2-g 
showing CR'J alternatives under "C" and "9". 
sheds in Fig. 

The water- 
l-4 ail have a road in them now, so what 

is being protected'? Terrain makes it virtually impose 
sible to leave the establishbed road. 

23-25 p, 4-46 c-16 Vegetation and livestock - Under Alternative "A" 
there was no significant Conflict identified between 
ORVs and vegetation Or livestock. 
tected" and why? 

:Jhat would be "pro- 

23-26 Transportation - The number of new roads and trails 
is not related to CR'J user numbers. 'This is a fallacy. 
Road building under :8C5 or oil and gas regulations is 
virtually non-existent now since the ELM requires all 
new, as svell as old "excessive" roads, to be reclaimed. 
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Special ?esi.~ra~icr.c - r’~.r?as rh?‘.‘/n 3s ksir.2 under 
:ii?? ant Ccer,lc: ?I.:PI-Z ~or.s;~era~i~n L:: ?irure 2-2L do 
no: z.h.c:.i a c---':-.*. ;il:.~. zry r'.' use areas in Fig. l-6. "..____ 
>jb,y i; Zab,iS a T)rQC;r-'i L-.,. ':!-,a-. one ..SA ,&'ou?d be "protected"' 
2e zap lncica'es ;or-.:ons 0 I‘ three ..SAs rould be affecter 

. :csai - I: tte ,:eZ-3+aticz i2-,acx Is insifmificant, 
t~.en so ,~ou13 Ie -he .::s'uai Lzpac'.. accord1r.q to this. 

. J-*6 3-17 ;.ezetaticr. - If :.-.ere is no signif‘icant conflict 
ider.tified ,xr.der Alternati:e "A", 3r.y is there a 
yr03lc r.ere? .;here goes 2LY figure that without oRI: 
-se :r.ers :voulc be a 5: increase ir. vegetation? For 
exa-pie rbe 9ehir.d the Socks :'JSA has very little 
vegetation. according to ti;e BLX's Craft wiiderness 
S:ts Zseclfic Analysis. The SSA identifies the area 
izeacteo 'by C!R'i :se as being slickrock. How will r?:-i.. -l-..-..a:;727 'C..! use calise a jlr, increase in vegetation 
or. care rock?o).The "closed" 
is 

area along Xestwater Canyon 
Ccl: Zo'ii accessible to ORVs and isn't used for such, 

acccrzirg 70 35X's .: 
imlysis. If 

estwater Canyon .'!SA Site Specific 
9.e area is not now used for ~Yi)'Js. how 

,x111 -eremtion in crease by 5% by designating the area 
"clcsed" to t?XYs? 

:Jiljlic- - :here does BL:: document harassment of 
,/iild:life by CR'! users in Behind +he Rocks, 'Xestwater 
Yanyor., or ::egro till Sanyon :;SAs? 
of :,:il""*e harassnen- 

i+ow many instances 
L.AAL_ 

aL:> in l;jz? 
i by CRV users were reported to the 

Is this ar.other data gap? Uhy would 
cooulatlons increase in Yestwater Canyon, which is not 
Ao:V used ty :R‘:s, by designating the area "closed" 
t 0 5 LR v s ? 

Visual and recreation - See the above comments for 
vegetation. Since the EIS ties 
and vegetation imoacts 

these to vegetation. 
are stated as being insignificant, 

these lzpacts as stated are irrelevant and should be 
deleted. 

23-31 p. Q-47 C-18 Soil5 - .LiOiv wOul.? closing "duplicate" roads in the 
iii11 Creek area affect ren's Lake, since the entire 
;dill Creek basin joim Mill 3reek downstream of Ken's 
Lake'? The OR'/ area is downstream of the diversion dam. 

Vegetation. livestock, special designations and 
recreation - See comments above under C-16 and C-17. 

23-32 p.';-68 3-2~ Areas shown on Fig. 2-o are for the most part already 
disturbed; each ‘watershed drainaee shown in Fig. 1-4 
alreaay has a road in it. The impact analysis appears 



!3-33 

!3-34 

Page 1c 

to assu~le that the area is not disturbed. Again. why 
are non-significant impacts. such as those TO vegetation, 
livesrock. and transportation, mentioned? :‘Jhere does 
the BLb! calculate the increase to the number of wildlife 
species (or does the EIS mean popula?;ion numbers)? nr 
that it ,would increase even with heavy traffic on adja- 
cent existing roaas. such as the one in Hay Canyon? 

siscrepancies also appear in BL:d's dollar figures and errployment 
counts. cn p. 3-77 BLX states that boating in Nestwater Canyon has 
been esti;-.aTed to ger.erate $5OO,COO of local wages and proprietor's 
ir.co?ne ar.d provide 45 local jobs. However your Draft wilderness 
SSA on Nestxater Car.yon .1SA states that total local incoce is only 
$131,7OC and accour.zs for 17 employees. 'Why so much discrepancy 
between the “80 docuFents? You state on p. j-37 that the Noah 
Zeer, Safar; has 
salaries 

been estimated to ger.erate $21,200 in iocal wages. 
ar.d prcpriezor's income. >l:here is your data, rvhat is your 

Zata source. for ,;r.nat ;rear? Our Cll;b figures show thax in 1983, 
bq'- '.,er.izles Farricirated in the Zeep Safari; using your dollar _d 
fiaires :zai 'raEslates into $51 Fer vehicle spent locally. \%I e 
+-;-A A^.._ t.::s fizxre To be appalli-gly low. A more correct figure 
';,o-l : be Z?jC cer vehicle, for a zotal of $67,'>00 for the 1983 
Gee> Safari. &r esti;-.ates are that durir.g the 90 day CRV season. 
iC +X&S rer cay '1ncluair.g support .;ehicles for dirt bike groups) 
.,-e ..p:-e +mO __- -.I*..4 _.._ ;?A. Usir.e the $lCC ser jay ;er vehicle figure, 
:T.:s ~~0'2r.:s to $7,5CC rer day. $52,5?? per week, or 5675,0~0 per 
:;ear :eer.r locall:; durirz a three-nonth period. 3RV doilars are 
'. er:: Ir.-,crYar.t for :~!oab's economy, and the 9L:h GRA ORV resource is 
':er:,~ :r;or:ant to Xoab, '3 e feel it therefore pertinent to include 
:zra 3cc'araxe dollar figures in the EIS. 

Cr. 3. 2-61 tne BL?l states that ranagement actions proposed under the 
iancls acT:cr.s ana utility corridors issues have the potential to 
sa1ezuar3 or i.-.urove recreational opportunities. 
::a'; list o0tainir.g 

As an example 

;.; access easen?ent across nrivate lands in the r 
a,c;rct:i of Cisco-to safeguard continued public access to the 
disco 'coat laur.ch area. 
across ;r:':ate land6 

.ihy didn't you include obtaining easements 
to access public lands for ORV-based recreation 

in the Gill Creek area ar.d the Pritchett Canyon area? After our 
recent lerter requestin< help in obtaining access into the Mill 
ireeK area you responded by stating that since Grand County claimed 
the road tb,at it was in the best interests to let the County and the 
landowner resolve the issue. The BLM felt that this was in tune 
with the "good neighbor" policy in that the appropriate local 
officials solve the problems without Federal intervention. Since 
Grand County claims all roads ,within the County, why wasn't the- 
CZsco boat launch access problem turned over to Grand County, the 
river runners and the landowners to solve without "Federal inter- 
vention"? :Jhy wasn't this addressed ir. the RMP/EIS? Isn't the ELM 
consistent in its access easement policies? 'Nhy wasn't this 
inconsistency documented in the RMP/EIS? 

23-35 
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CC: Coneressnan ?.oward ::ieison 
Zel '.'ail , 3X. .!ashir.gtcr. 
3oland ?oblson. State Cirecfor, ELX. Utah 
Grand County Zozxission 
San juan County Cammlssion 



Response to Letter 23 from Red Rock 4-Wheelers, Moab, iltah, George 
Schdltz, President 

23-l This was an oversight. The Red-Rock 4-Keelers organization nas 
been added to the mailing list. 

23-2 The material referenced on page 3-39 of the draft document is a 
summary of communitv attitudes expressed by residents of the 
GRA during unstructured interviews and does not represent !3LM 
policy. 

Figure l-6 in the draft shows current ORV use areas and faur- 
wheel drive routes. The map was developed from a field survey 
of ORV use areas and the knowledge of resource area specialists. 
Potential ORVs were not included in the Draft RMP/EIS as a 
complete listing of such areas was determined to be infeasible. 

23-3 Only primary ORV routes were identified. Numerous seismic lines 
and other routes suitable for ORV use are found within the 
GRA. 

23-4 The cover letter was sent with each copy of the draft and is 
considered to be an inteqral part of the public participation 
effort. 

23-5 The draft does not mention the livestock/ORV conflict in 
the OPV section because it is ORV use that impacts livestock 
use. Throughout the document, resource conflicts are discussed 
under the resource impacted. The livestock/ORV conflict is 

further' discussed on page l-8 under livestock requirements. On 
page 2-32, a conflict with minerals is mentioned in the ORV 
section. Mineral exploration and development activity impacts 

ORV use by openinq up new use areas and alterinq current use 
areas. No manaaement actions were proposed in the craft RMP 
as it was determined that impacts upon ORV use could be miti- 
gated under existing regulations. The conflict is not mentioned 
in the minerals section because there is no significant adverse 
impact upon the minerals resource from ORV use. 

Conflicts among ORV uses were considered and found to be insiq- 
nificant; therefore, no management actions were proposed. 

ORV use impacts are sunanarized under the recreation comoonent in 

Table 2-11 on page 2-79 of the draft document. 

Resoonse to Letter 23, continued 

23-6 Imnacts to ORV use are shown under the recreation section in 
Chapter 4 of the Draft RMP/EIS, since it was determined tnat It 
would be orimarily the recrea'?ional use that would be altered 
by the management actions. 

23-7 Funding was not available for a comprehensive study of actual 
ORV use. Management actions were based partially upon a two- 
season survey of ORV related resource impacts completed in 19% 
The survey was inadvertently left out of the list of references 
in the Draft RMP/EIS and has been added to Chaoter 3 of the 
proposed RMP and final EIS. A copy of the survey 1s available 
for public review in the GRA office. 

The absence of actual ORV use data should have been listed 1" trle 
Data Gaps section on page 4-3 of the draft and has been added t> 
Chapter 3 of this document. 

The sentence on page 3-34 of the draft regardinq the relative 
amount of ORV and horse use by ranchers has been deleted, as 
shown in Chapter 3 of this proposed RMP and final EIS. 

The decrease in ORV use from closure of 7 miles of duplicate roads 
(Table 2-11, page 2-79 of the draft) was based upon professional 
judgment after considering xhe total number of miles of reccq- 
nized ORV routes. 

The sentence on page 4-11, Management Action A-7, should r!ot 
include the word "roads." This word is deleted in Chapter 3 'of 
the proposed RMP and final EIS. 

23-5 ORV registration information was used to display the trend ?n 
use. It is recoqnized that this does not represent all four- 
wheel drive vehicles in use. 

23-9 The term "excessive roads" (Table 2-2, page 2-11. Manaqement 
Action C-18 in the draft) refers to roads that duplicate other 
roads (i.e., they provide access to the same location as anotrer 
road does). The duplicate roads would be closed by installinq 
signs. The RMP describes all ORV manaqement actions currently 
under consideration. The 7 miles of duplicate roads beinq con- 
sidered for closure are currently used for recreational purposes 
but are not essential for enjovment of the area. 



- 
Response to Letter 23, continued 

23-10 

23-11 

23-12 

Other types of use restriction under the limiied use cateqory 
were considered. It was determined that they would not meet 
manaqement heeds. ORV use on Mancos Shale is detrimental in dry 
weather as well as in wet weather. :luch of the damage (viqe- 
tative cover removal) caused during dry weather is accelerated 
during wet weather. 

ORV use has the potential of increasing both soil disturbance 
and erosion rates. The imoact and degree of conflict can be 
seen by comparing Figures 1-2, l-3, and 1-4 with Figure l-6 in 
the draft (ORV use). The noor correlation identified in tnls 
letter Indicates that the watershed protection actions would 
not conflict w:th most exisinq ORV routes. 

Management Action C-18 was determined using ah averaqe soil 
erosion rate for soil types found in this area. This was de- 
termined by field investigation. The 7 miles of duolicate 
roads was converted to an estimated acreage figure by comparing 
soil loss rates at areas of "duolicate roads" to soii types 
with existing vegetation and cover. The difference in erosion 
rates between the two sites was used as a factor in the deter- 
mination nf this figure. The methodology for determining these 
erosion rates was the universal soil loss equation. 4180, 
sediment evaluations were determined for the area in question 
with the following formula: 

number of acres of duplicate roads x difference in tons/acre 
from distance and undisturbed sites = 200 tons/acre/year. 

The loss of foraqe throuqh OPV activity was one of the conflicts 
originally identified in the planninq process. As the RMP developed, 
this was seen to be less of a problem al:d, in fact, no management 
action was proposed to restrict ORV activity because of the loss 
of forage. However, as mentioned in Chapter 4 of the draft docu- 
ment, some of the ORV restrictions proposed for other reasons would 
also have a positive lmoact on vegetation. 

Loss of AUMs from ORV use was not estimat-d. 

ORV use on public land does not usually result in a loss of forage 
for wildlife because of the location (away from big game and wild- 
life habitat areas). There is a beneficial impact to ranae users 
from ORV use, but not to venetation 0," for-aqe, which was the issue. 

Response to Letter 23, continued 

23-13 

23-1 4 

23-15 

23-16 

23-17 

The impacts are mentioned here simply as an explanation of the 
allotment categorization process and resultant changes under 
the alternatives. The impacts are also mentioned in Chapter 4 

of the draft document. The entire acreaqe of the allotments is 
Documentation or location of certain areas is 

:;,",;'f;y. _ 
Tgure 1 6 (paqe l-11 of the draft). The number of XJMs 

involved was not determined because no management actions were 
proposed as a result of this conflict. Although there is limited 
forage in the example cited, the impact or conflict comes from 
the fact that it is a major ORV use area within ah allotment, 
which includes an area larger than the specific jeep trails men- 
tioned. 

Some trade-offs proposed in the draft document (e.q., mitiaation 
of livestock/ORV use conflicts in the Benind the Rocks and 
White Wash sand dune areas) would favor ORV use. 

The degree of conflict was determined on the basis of observa- 
tion and public comment. 

Recreational and nonrecreational ORV activity is a recognized 
use of the public lands. White Wash sand dunes should not be 
limited strictly to ORV use because of other historical uses 
such as scouting activities. 

See response 23-6 above. 

Greater use would result in qreater soil disturbance or increased 
or recurring soil disturbance in one area. 

Disturbance of the cryptogam 1s significant when evaluatlnq SOIT 
loss and erosion rates. The cryptogam is a natural stabilizer 

of soils in aridic areas and areas of fragile ecosystems. 

The implication of all 70.000 acres beinq potentially disturbed 
by ORV use under the open desiqnation reflects a worst-case 
analysis. 

Reference to the California Desert is merely a reference to relate 
potential quantified impacts. Ilo soil or watershed studies nave 
been conducted on tne soil tvpes in the GRA. The Y value 
qenerally is higher on 8011s in the GRA. 
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Response to Letter 23, continued 

23-18 

23-19 

23-20 

23-21 

23-22 

23-23 

23-24 

It is individual plants near the sandy areas that are being 
lost. Total loss, when compared to total vegetation in the GRA, 
would be insignificant. 

Technically, this statement could be eliminated, as the impact 
is not significant. The statement that no loss of AUMs is ex- 
pected was provided only for information. 

See response 23-8 above. There is a correlation between in- 
creased URV use and the development of new ORV routes. 

In some cases, ORV use does impact existing scenic values 
through impacts to the soil and vegetation resources. ORV use 

on existing routes would not diminish the potential for 
special designation areas. The potential exists for special 

management of the Colorado River viewshed. 

The areas under consideration for potential disposal are not 
considered to be significant ORV use areas. Some ORV use does 

take place on parcels near Moab. Other recreational uses such 
as camping and hunting could also be precluded. Additional 
analysis will be conducted prior to actual disposal of any 
parcel. All resource uses and values will be considered at that 
time on a case-by-case basis. 

Onsite qully erosion depends on characteristics, such as the 
natural erosion rates (K value), slope, length of slope, veqeta- 
tive cover, and climatic factors. These natural conditions are 
altered when disturbed by ORVs. The tracks and disturbance 
created by ORVs are linear in nature. This creates or modifies 

soil water movement and channelizes surface runoff, which :n 
turn increases gully erosion. The impacts to slickrock and 
sand areas are minimal. 

Correlation with the acres of soils derived from ktancos Shale 
and management action C-16 can be accomplished by viewinq 
Figure 1-2 in the draft instead of 1-3 and the ORV alternatives 
under C & D. Watersheds are not identified in Figure 1-4. If, 
however, this corrment is alluding to the major washes and flood 

prone areas, limiting travel to existinq roads and trails would 
help ensure that no additional disturbance is created in areas 
of watercourses where soil disturbance, soil erosion, and sub- 
sequent salinity and sediment would be more easily transported 
downstream. 

Response to Letter 23, continued 

The individual plants would be protected to provide forage for 
livestock. 

See 23-8 and 23-20 above. 

There are currently no significant problems with ORV use with- 
in the areas under consideration for Wild and Scenic River 
status. The ORV designation is analyzed as a preventive measure. 
The Behind the Rocks, Westwater, and Desolation Canyon WSAs 
would be protected. 

A 5 percent increase would occur in plants within the entire area 
mentioned, which includes much more than the Behind the Rocks 
and Westwater WSAs. 

BLM has no documented cases of wildlife being harassed by ORV 
activities in the Behind the Rocks, Westwater Canyon, or tl?grO 
Bill Canyon WSAs. However, there has been an increase in sedi- 
ment deposits in the Negro Bill stream since the road up the 
canyon was improved, The increased sedimentation has had a 
negative impact on the aquatic macroinvertibrates present and 
on the overall stream quality. 

As mentioned in the draft document, wildlife and their habitats 
generally do not tolerate human activities without incurring 
population losses or some degree of habitat dearadation. 
Desert bighorn sheep, bald eagles, and other raptors are sensi- 
tive to human intrusion and noise. Bald eagles and raptors are 
especially susceptible to disturbances during the spring nesting 
season. A bald eagle nest site has been confirmed in the 
Westwater Canyon area. This is the only bald eaqle nest known 
to occur in the State of Utah. An ORV closure would help to en- 
sure that habitat for these species would remain undisturbed. 

On page 4-46 of the Draft RMP/EIS, under C-17, Vegetation, it is 
"There would be an estimated overall 5 percent increase 

in vegetation..." 

The duplicate roads are above Ken's Lake and below the diversion 

The comment correctly points out that roads and trails alreadv 
exist in the areas mentioned. The management action (D-20j 
would limit additional disturbance of the sensitive resources. 

,n,.,. 7-1 ^_^~.̂  ̂ . ..*..p IL.” .̂..Î c^^~I ._ - ..-* ._. -*_,..I.-^_ 



Response to Letter 23, continued 

23-33 The discrepancies between the figures in the site-specific analy- 
sis (SSA) and the RMP are due to the following: 

The RMP figures were based on a 3-year average use during 
1980, 1981, and 1982, which was greater than the 3-year average 
use for 1978, 1979, and 1930 presented in the SSA. 

In addition, RMP income figures include waqe and salary dis- 
bursements, other labor income, oroprietors' income, rental in- 
come, dividends, personal interest income, and transfer pay- 
ments; the SSA income fiqures accounted for only wage and 
salary disbursements and proprietors' income. 

An economic model that was more representative of both Grand 
County and its amusement and recreation sector was used for 
the Grand RMP. The amusement and recreation sector has hiqher 
than average ratios of sales/employment and sales/income, and 
higher than averaqe indirect and induced multiple effects. 

One error was discovered in the local importance estimates for 
Westwater given in the RMP. The sales estimated were adjusted 
from 1977 dollars to 1980 dollars twice instead of once. 
Correcting this mistake results in local income and emoloyment 
estimates (due to boating in Westwater Canyon) of $400,000 
and 30 jobs, respectively. because the analysis is based on 
secondary data, a fairly wide confidence interval should be 
placed around these estimates. Westwater's importance to 
Green River, Utah (5265,000 of income and 20 jobs) and to 
Mesa County, Colorado ($420,000 of income and 32 jcbs) was 
not included in the RHP since tnese areas lie outside the 
defined impact region. 

The Jeep Safari's local importance estimates 'were qivcn in 
terms of personal income dnd emplovment. lividinq the personal 
income fiaure bv the number of vehicles does not qive the local 
sales due to each vehicle; instead, it qives the locally earned 
income due to the expenditures associated with each vehicle. 

The Jeep Safari lasts 1 dav. The averaqe lenqth of stay due only 
to the safari was estimated to he 2 davs, half a day before the 
safari, tne entire day of the safari and half a day after the 
safari. 

Response to Letter 23, continued 

23-33 A 1981 study by the Institute of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism 
cont'd. (ISORT, 1981) estimated that the average expenditure by out-of- 

state parties was 540. Other ISORT studies have shown that in- 
state tourists spend less than do out-of-state tourists. As 
would be expected, local residents spend the least. Further- 
more, only those expenditures by locals that exceed the amount 
that they would have spent without the Jeep Safari should be 
included in the imoortance estimates. 

Using the ISORT expenditure estimates, the number of parties 
in 1983, and the average length of stay gives an estimated ex- 
penditure total of $36,000. This figure is only slightly 
larger than the sales figure used to estimate local income and 
employment. The figures used in the importance estimates seem 
even more reasonable when the lower expenditure by in-state 
visitors (40 percent of the total use) and local particioants 
(20 percent of the total use) are taken into account. 

It can be argued that the safari draws people for a longer 
period of time. However, it is common practice to attribute 
the local expenditures in any one day to the activities oarti- 
cipated in during that day. Therefore, the activities partici- 
pated in before or after the safari would be responsible for 
the local expenditure made during those days. 

More accurate use and expenditure estimates would require ob- 
taininq primary data throuqh statistical sampling of tourists 
visiting the area. Although ISORT conducts these kinds of 
surveys, the sampling size for Grand County was too small to 
estimate expenditures due to ORV use. because people who 
participate in ORV activities simultaneously participate in 
other activities, it is difficult to break down I?RV related 
expenditures due to those @ther activities. rhe fact that ORV 
[use iS associated with many other activities may be one of tne 
reasons that ISORT studies for the area seldom list ORV travel 
amonq the ten most popular tourist activities. 

23-34 Legal access by venicle is available to the Mill Creek and 
Pritchett areas, but not to the Cisco takeout. 

23-35 The Oak Ridqe Studies (30E, 1982). which examined only wilderness 
study areas, will be used as part of all future wilderness study 
,:fforts in the GRA. 

Gold and uranium/vanadium are the only locatable minerals cur- 
rently being produced from mining claims in the GRA. 

The Oraft RMP/EIS contained only a preliminary identification of 
areas to be considered for disposal. Isolated tracts and 
lands needed for public uses were identified, but other resource 
values were not considered in detail. Later a snore ccmplet? 

evaluation, including minerals, will be made as part of an EA. 

mrr ..Li^L ._ ,,,^rrl.,~rnr , snl,“n ilrnz ,nlC ,c TnO ,,11l” >,“,.I P”,,,r IlF.., L,,lllll 
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Mr. Gene Nadine 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land !+magement 
U.S. Deparraent of Interior 
P.O. Box 970 
Moab, UT a4532 

Dear Mr. Nod+?: 

We have reviewed you draft, "Grand Resource 4rea Nanarement Plan, 
tivironmental Impact Statement". 

Cur concern is livestock that as alternatives are studied, and that 
livestock maintain their priority and not be juggled for the benefil 
of other activities. 

The ranching operations in that area have been the main foundation 
for the founding of other activities. Thev have been the backbone 
of the economic base for the area, therefore, ue ro~ommend, "1) Con. 
tinuance of present livestock operations and they be allowed to 
operate on the basis of economic units, 2) mani@sto where needed 
the forage in such a manner that livestock are given priority for 
forage, 3) that new species of rrildlifa be curtailed and not inter- 
fere with livestock production, 4)thatyou recognize livestock play 
an iaportsnt cart on public lands and utilize resources that would 
otherwise go to rraste. 5) iapwve watering boles, **a srrinqs for 
better water distribution, 6j clan in I- ?dditioml forage for domest 
livestocK_ ” 

Sincereiy, 

kialcolm Young 
President 

m:tr 

LETTER 25 

UTAH NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 
RePly to: P. P. 80x 1555 

Salt Lake Citv UT 34110 

June 10, lYfi3 

Bureau of Land !!anacement 
!!oah District 

)ensremonP. 0. BOX Y:n 
“rohe”s,s !lonb ur s45iz 

Re : 'Iraft !!!!P-r1s 
Grand !Icsource Irea 

Gentlemen: 

IVe stronelv support the preferred mana$ement nlternntl\re 
(C) with rcnect to the (Inion Creek OR\: closure and with resnect 
to desiznatine yeor Iii11 Canvon as an outstan<iiny natural area. 
Fe also supnort limiting ill?V use to designated road znd trails 
35 outlined in t!le draft. 

Protective mea~urcs need to he imnlcmente~l dt all sites 
ithere Cvcladcnln Ihu~1 1 iz var. ionesii occurs. OR\: ‘i hnyc in\-aldeci 
all or lnost of the knorm nonillatlons OF this SDCCICS. \ notorcvcl~ 

25-l 

trnll lhisects the Onion (:I-cek site ;In<l i,lthout nrotectlon. this 
?onulatlon !~a\’ he cytcrmlnated. For this rcnson renting of 
the Site sho\,ld he cons~dcrcd. Imnlemcntation oF altcrn:lti\-cs 
\ or R I:OUIJ ~nevltnhl~ Icad to the ~lcstruction ot’ at lcnst 
O*c !mnulation 01. j:, hl~n~lis var. ionesii. Since it is ilduht ful .~~~ 
that an\’ uopulation ~lcsrr-oved i,ould hc :ihle to hc I-e%tored 
nnturnllv or .,rr1ftcn11v. an ir rrtrlc\.ahle :in<l lrresrc~~ible 
105s i\OlllCl I,iCilT in .~ilcl~t~on to .I I-cdrlction 111 t!le chnncc 01. 
this ~:l>ccles’ survi\-nl. T!1c l’.i. l-i511 (\ :~.ilill 1 Fe SC~I-~ICC’S 
ilcnver 0illiC IlAiz reCrntl1' rC-~ul3?I*tti‘.i ,I 115tLni: n:iiI\;l~c to 
I!,?shin~qton, 1i.C. ‘or tills ‘:~cc,cs. 

I’nec L- 15 nf thv tirnit .in~e:~rs to iont:lin ,111 ~~I‘I-oI‘. 
to ll\l’S maps, c:. hlllllli5 I-nr. 

\ccord ins 
IO~CS~ i tii>cs n,,t .ICCIII’ II/ \rqro 

Iii 1 I i‘anvon. (In r>a,~c?-‘~1 , ~1 jl i : fercnr icnst j\r 9 I .Int I‘; inil isnte 
as occurrir~i: in the cnnvon. l’:Lcc J-15 ~I~I>III~I I)(> io~~~~cctcd nncl 
the ScLcnti! IC nnme of the smn:ill rlui,ef- i-l;I;nhIIlc -II,JIII~I hc I istc'J 
on n:,yes 5-1 I :1nd 5 -3 For L-0" i ,5;tCIICV :1n,l ionr I CTC'rlC'5;‘i. i; c :I s s,imc 
th:lt the 5pccie thnt 1s 7vcIcrrc'J tn ii n~‘C,II-r:ii" in \ccro I<111 
(‘.ln\,c)n iq \~jIll lc’:l;l 1~tcr~nth;i. .1n,1 th.lt t!lr ::I’1 ~,,n~j,ic~, r!:i> 
i 7’ c I‘ I c 5 “<cns1t Ii.?.” 



25-i .Additionnl sesrching should ho conducted \<ith respect 
to t!ic llsted Echlnocercils trl~~lochiJiatlls VET. inermls ibhich c 
so far has notTEfo,nd--on III.!1 lands. 
?Ir 

I:e acknow that 
Darvl Trotter has rilrenJv done some seorchinc for this 

species; III i,ieiu of Its listed status, :morc sccirchlnc: shoulJ 
be done. 

Pro!loscd land nctlonsicvchanqes, ~lncrnl lenslnq, utlllt> 
corridors 
ilnlc,,lc .l,d 

etc. should alb3vs include the scrutinv of sensitive, 
~indisturhed natl\-e pl;lnt h,lhItats. \rc,1s shoulii 

be Gcc.l:~rc;! urisuitahlc .15 npnroprlnte. I‘!115 r,.ou1i: r;irelv, L i e\-er, 
iniol\.c nany acres of l;lnil. \s n nanoq:cment tool, the it\!!’ shoulJ 
also vrov~dc for thr filllnq 01. nni ci:lt;l <an5 Ll?nLl till2 Ilecessal‘l 
“athcrln: of lniormatlon In or,!e1. to nrop~I-l\’ :iillllilSTel- r:1re 
or sen~1:1\e nlnnt 5:ltcs. 

rinni X.0” i-or this oni‘ortrlnltv ta ;0!7,‘,Cr,t. 

vcrv truiv X’OII-5, 

IIC.\ll YII’IVI: t’l.\\r SIKTFT\I 

,’ 
/fl; 

-,? 

--.. - ,:q,- ’ s+LqF- 

‘:Anthonv .J. ‘rrntes 
Conservatibn (comnlttce 

\.lr: t 

cc : !:lizabeth Yeese 
lklane lt!iood 

Response to Letter 25 from the Utah Native Plant Society, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, Anthony ,I. Frates, Conservation Committee 

25-1 Comment correctly points out that C. humilis var. ,ones:i does 
not occur in Negro Dill Canyon. Aquilegia micrantha does occur 
and is recognized by BLM as sensitive. The text has been changed 
to reflect this correction (see Chapter 1 of this proposed RIIP 
and final EIS). 

25-2 Both the BLM and Forest Service have spent considerable time 
searching for additional populations of this species in habitat 
similar to that of the known populations. To date no populations 
have been found on lands administered by BLM. 

Prior to any surface-disturbing activities, BLM conducts a clearance 

for archaeological resources and threatened and endangered species. 
This procedure affords the necessary protectjon for these resource 
values. 
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Response to Letter 26 from Lance McCold, Knoxville, Tennessee 

26-1 Alternative C is the Limited Protection alternative. Yanagemenl 
action C-10 would change the season of livestock use to restrict 
livestock from winter and spring grazing on the Harley Dcme. 
Mineral Point, and Potash allotments, allowing bighorn sheep 
populations to remain stable or increase. %nagement actloq 
C-22 would ensure protection of 48,245 acres of critical biq- 
horn sheep habitat from right-of-way intrusions. ?S noted Or 
page 3-13 of the draft document, bighorn population trends are 

currently upward. Refer to the response to Letter !4, comment 3 
for an explanation of prior stable numbers. 

Under Alternative 0 (Protection), additional restriction of 
livestock grazing for the benefit of bighorn sheep was con- 
sidered (see Management Actions D-10, D-15, D-16). 

26-2 Alternative A actions are not meant to be compatible with elt.er- 
native C goals. They are different actions to meet differe;lt 

goals. 

1,/1 .l.. Y, ,,,I /“. ,, ,,I 
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LETTER 27 
.blmrraii ii‘rxvo~s iI, iP,biiC I'oiir" 

Colin P. Christensen, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land ?anagement 
Grano Resource Area 
P.C. 30.x :4 
Yoab, UT 84532 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

The MEC would generally oppose the withdrawal from mlneral entry of 
additional lands that have potential for future mInera and energy 
production. !ie believe withdrawals are unwise and unnecessary. They 
are unwise becawe they reduce management options and impose inflex- 
ibility, thus preempting changes that may be indicated by situation 
changes in the future. They are unnecessary because current exploration 
practice limits environmental impact and future technological advances 
will further limit the impact, therefore, regulations short of with- 
drawal are adequate for envIronmenta protection. 

In addition, withdrawal of areas where mining qlaims and leases exist 
would increase management problems because valid exlstlnq rights, including 
access to the lands, must be honored. Challenges of the ?alidlt:, of each 
of the claims and conflicts over approval oi ?oerarlng plans ana lease 
stipulations might result in legal action. 

T'lese comments constitute the response of the Minerals 
Exploration Coalition (MEC) to the Draft Grand Resource 
Area ?anagement Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 
The MEC is a coaiitlon of exploration companies and 
individuals conducting exploration on federal lands. 

Mineralized lands should remain generally accessible, therefore, :SEC :iould 
favor Alternative B. 

The Minerals Exploration Coalition thanks you for the ooporrunlty to 
comment on this draft resource management plan and envlronmental impact 
statement. 

In view of the fact that wilderness areas designated 
after Decerber 31 . !983, wili be wthdrawn from appro- 
jrlatlon 'Jnder the mn,ng and leasing laws. we believe 
that all areas with mineral and energy potential should 
be excluaed from wilderness designation, even though no 
economic deposit is now known. The withdrawal limitations 
~111 precll;de tne collectlo" of new data, and new areas 
of TInera cotentlal will not be found. 'With new 
dlscoverles effectively stopped, the policy of excluding 
all currently known mlneral potential from wilderness 
should be followed. so that exploration of these areas 
will not be restrIcted and minerals might yet be produced. 
ExDlorarionlsts tend to look at the long term because 
tne leaa time of discovery may be ten to fifteen years. 
The lqoact of xllderness on minerals should be assessed 
over tne long term (a century or more). 'he believe 
that land use decisions should be in conformity with 
the policy statements made in the Natlonal Minerals 
Program Plan and Report to Congress released by the 
President In April, 1982. 

Sincerely, 

,y&/;,, 6:: &:4J 

John 0. Wells 
President 
MINERALS EXPLORATION COALITION 
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LETTER 28 
June 12. 1983 

Grand Resource Area Manager 

BL’l 
PO Box 970 
Moab. Utah 84532 

Dear Gentleman and Ladles of the BLY; 

Fxrst, I thank-you far the opportunity to comment on your draft 
Resource Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement (RVP/EIS). 
Also I sash to compliment- you on your fine preperatlo” of such a 
camprehenslve document which I have spent many hours renev1ng I” 
actempc to provxde mtellqent and rnformed comment. Thx document 
no doubt represents thousands of man-hours of effort on your part. 

My first few comments are of a more general and phxlosophxal nature. 
then I ~111 deal with comments directed to specxfx SSA’s. Yy “hat’s 
off” and I express my empachs to the BLM’s mlssxo” I” admlnlsterxng over 
hundreds of thousands of acres of public lands that are under pressure 
far use by many diverse special interest groups. Truly. these lands 
a some of Amerxa’s greatesr assets and must be protected from uretrivable 
lass and yet must be utilxzed to the benefit of Amerxans. 

As a professxonal river outfItter in the area. I. of course. ~11 tend to 
take a smle “hat tO”SerYatiO”1st pnnt of view. My buss~ness IS to provide 
recrear~onal river vacac~ons to people of Americas warkinp class. The _.._ 
river and canyons I” vhlch I ope;ate a regulated by the BiH. The RElP/EIS 
does Indeed make a goad attempt at the economic analysis of this bualnsss 
operation in the local economx picture. I might like to add that the continued 
operation this recreational opportunxcy draws considerable money bath from 
nthn our country and from abroad. The destructlo” of such use might indeed 
have grearer impact on balance-of-trade and “atlana assets than is represented 
I,, the economic analysis. 

!.ly greatest “gripe” is the 1 ncrease of my user fees vithouc the concurrent 
l”crease I” sernces pronded oy this regulatory agency. I make a good 
effort to conform to all the regulation (at consIderable addxtlanal expense) 
a,,,, yet other “puate” operators and other form of land users are able to 
benefit from sad land use nthauc this regulatory and eco”Qmx burden. 

I cerralnly feel strongly about the development of Americas energy resources 
and energy Independence. Our r’esourc~s and 0”~ resourcefulness have always 
bee” our greatest strengths. I also belleve that energy development s 
accomplIshed without the destruction of the land’s recreational resourse 
value chraugh proper scheduling and site reclalmatio” requirements and 
dlschage and residue restrlc~lons. To argue fhac these requirements are 
to” costly makes about as much sense as me trying to tell you that lifejackets 
are too costly for my passengers! 

-2- 

A,, area my greatest concern IS that of enough water to run my boats on. 
Some mea.5urc of “instream flow” requirements may well be necessary for 
the future of our r1”ers. Also rhe protectlo” of our canyons “0~ 
require the legal deslgnatlo” of “wilderness” co prevent future dam bullders 
from backI” art1ilclal resjrrolr waters into those canyon and rivers. 
Those or you that have vacaeloned on our wilderness rxvers and the” on 
our “Recreaelo” Area” waters know the dramatIc difference between the 
cleanmess and beauty of the two. ““fortunately., these are&can only 
go from “preseved and used” to “developed and abused”. I w your support 
in preserving these areas. 

With regard to the co”stra”rs of the four Alternatives A,B.C & D and the 
USA’s currently under conslderaila”, my comments and recommendations are 
as follows: 

UT-06-O-068~4 Desolation Canyon - All Wilderness - outstanding rxver 
uxlderness deserwng full lroeectlo” 

UT-060-138 Negro Bill Canyon - All !vllder”ess with cantlnued permlted 
hourseback and hikIng use, utherwxse ORV use 
~111 undoubtedly destrov this fragile sce”lc 
beauty. Rm area could be used for productlo” 
with a one-nnle setback or nsual lnpact 
*f?St*iCtlO”. 

“T-060-118 Yestirater Canyon - All Ir’llderness - an outstandlnp and popular 
river wilderness area deserving full prorectlo” 
from all current and future uxpacts. 

~T-060-14OA Behind the Rocks - All iillderness - I concurr with the BW 
recomendatio”. save Lius area for future recreation 
use. 

AddItional Area ->IILLCREES CANYON - All llilderness with a single desIgnaced 
4iiD trail. Preseve it or lose It! 

The other USA’s I am not personally famllar with. (I have Indeed visIted 
or operated tothi” the I&k commented upon above) and cherefare feel I iannot 
intelligently comment upon then. 

~~.a,,, Thank-you for the oppartunltv to comment. keep up the goad work. 

S1nrpely,, 

h&i x!Au~ 
President 
OUTLAW RIYER EXPEDITIOSS INC. 

Response to Letter 28 from Outlaw River Expeditions, Moab, Utah, Jose9 
V. Greno, President 

23-1 It is true that foreign visitor use affects the balance of 
trade; however, from a national perspective, the effect is 
insignificant. 

,,IV ,m, ,,, /,, ,, ,I 



LETTER 29 

Noranda EIDlorailo” 1-z 
12543 ‘N cedar or P 0 BOX 15638 
Denver. c3iaraao a!l*15 

i(OCkY Mountal” oistrlct 

norawda Tel ,3031 96s 646. Telex 45 4375 Noralma OVR 
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June 10. 1983 

YK. co11n P. cklr1stensen 
Bureau of iand Yanagement 
Grand Iesource Area 
P.O. 90x >1 
Yoao, wan a4532 

Dear 3~. Christensen: 

On behalf of Noranda Exploration, Inc., I would like to 
make the following comments reoarding the Draft Resource 
Yanaqewnt Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Grand ?.esource Area. I am a geoloqlst for the Rockv 
Youn:aln Drstrict of Uoranda which has conducted mineral 
exploration programs in the Grand Resource Area at various 
t:mes in the past. 

In general, 'we support your preferred action (Alternative 
C) for the resource area, becasue It has minimal effect 
upon access to mlneral resources such as uranium and 
gold. 

( 3owever, I am concerned that this nltsrnatlve is proJected 
to nave a negative Impact 311 the number of oil and gas 
wells to oe drilled and the Ftential annual productlon of 
011 and gas. I do not, in reading this draft, understand 
wny the roductlon in avaIlable acreage is warranted. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this resource 
plan and E.I.S. 

Sincerely, 

NORANDA EXPLORATISN, INC. 

ED/kd 

Earl Detra, 
c;eoloqlst 

Response to Letter 29 from Noranda Exp!oration Jnc. ?enver, Colorado, Earl 
Detra, Geologist 

29-l The bases for applications of the oil and gas lcasing categories 
under the various alternatives are explained in the response to 
Letter 6 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

I\, 



LETTER 30 

ess Assoc~atio 
ALT LAKE CITY,UTAH 84111~18011359-1337 

Jilne 9, 1393 

Mr. ;ene Nod1ne 

Discrlct .Llanaqer 
Moab Dlstrlct, 3L>T 
P.O. 30x 970 
Mo3D. U: SGj32 

Gear !.lr. ?:oalne: 

..‘ie are corrrr.er.rin; cn the Grana Pesource Management Plan iGRMP). There 
are several questions ax concerns we nave about the plan and the EIS. 

The oiannlnq process 1s a co~,plex, difficult undertaking for the agency 
tnvo1vea. :<owever, wnen the planning process involves the public, it should 
be easy to uxerstanzt. Yh~s aoes not imply plsnnlng should be so simplified 
that I: exciuaes necessary 33ta-Gathzring and information, but it should be 
botn un?ers’?ncable ana complete. Unfortunately, the draft document is very 
clfficult co follows and understana. The breakdown of the subjects necessitates 
ttme consumlnq cross-referencing which complicates public Involvement. If 
a plsn LS too dlfflcult to follow, puollc involvement Is, in fact, precluded. 
Obviously, thts shouia not occur. 

The tnteqrsted big picture needs better emphasis in the plan. The fragmented 
nature of the aocument regarding resources and alternatives renders any full- 
scale environmental analysis cifficult. The interrelatlonsid ps of the various 
resources are lost in the paper shuffle. Although grouping and cateqor’lzation 
are necessary I* an EIS, the goals of proper resource analysts end management 
must be met. 

The draft GRMP is full of flaws. There Is not enough speclftc tnformatton in 
the document to see how the BLM came up with the vartous alternatlves. There 
are no rstlonale or guidelines gtven tn the document 3s a logical framework to 
make resource allocation dectstons. The GRMP would serve as a qood scoping 
document for sn EIS: however, tt does not have the necessary data to meet the 
msnaates of the law. 

30-l 
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The entire plan ~111 have to be reworked before it can meet the mandate of 
the law. The GRA must have an excellent plan that takes into account the 

significant enwronmental values of the region. Two national oarks, Canyon- 
lands snb Arcnes, are either within the GRA or on its borders. Cultural 
resources, river recreatton and wildlife values are nattonally known. The 
public cannot 2ffOrd a snoddy or rushed RMP for this region. The reworking 
of the plan snould take the Important national resources into greater account. 

Planning Sutdelines 

S 1601 .5-Z and 2 1601 .S-3 detail the planning requirements of criteria and 
threshhold levels. Where in the document is the criteria developed for the 
resources ? ‘iVhere are the threshold levels for each resource? There seems 
to be a lack of these two requred features in the document. 

MineralS 

The alternatIves presented for minerals do not represent a range of alternatives. 
Two alternatIves (A 6 B) leave the entire resource area open to hardrock mtnerals 
with the exception of existing withdrawals. Alternative C (preferred) with- 
draws only 32,000 acres out of 1,800,OOO acres. The protection alternative 
(D) proposes to wtthdraw only 47,000 acres. This amounts to less than= of 
the resource area! 

Potash IeasIng would be the same in all alternatives. How can thts be considered 
a diverstty of zilterrattves? This is particularly important because the southern 
portton of the potash area slightly overlaps into bighorn sheep habitat. 

Over 80% of the resource area 1s allocated to category 1 (open leastrig) and 
category 2 (special sttpulatlons) for 011 and 43s. Although some protection is 
offereo unaer category 2, this cloes not seem to ftt well as a protection alter- 
native expeclslly since the proauction alternattve proooses to lease the entire 
Grand Resource Area (GRA) unaer category 1. 

Mineral proauction estimates for the different alternatives have very little 
difference. Agatn, thts does not reflect a diversity in the alternattves. These 
flaws must be corrected In the final EIS. 

Appendtx R must be revised. The USGS (hIhiS) has recently been Incorporated 
into the BLM. The sttpulatlons and EA process should reflect thls change. 

Two important 011 and gas aspects the GRMP fatled to constder are the concept 
of unltlzatlon and establtshtnq known geologtcal structures (KGSs). Unttizatlon 
creates many management problems and precludes many manaqement opttons. 



30-3 

3 

Cnter13 neo3 LO ze cevalowa wnen 3nd where le3s.e u”,t~z~t,O” will or ‘Non’t 
Lx aliowc~. ;r lfCT17 neea :o oe aevelo~eo wnere allo under :v.rlat con31t10ns 
SGS, ..:lli Se estaolisned. Srtten3 Tust oe aevelooed for selectlnq 3reas 
for the ‘/1T1O~S 1essinq cx:eqor;es 2nd ix detemln*ng what 3reas should be 
open to T~~TCTZCC nl”er.il ~13~9s 3”c II”-er vmat 5:13ulatto”s mtnlng wlli be 
allowez itbe rormu,~t,o” of .z-I”,“~ pin quidellnes). Factors !h3t could be 
cons~::~r~~ IX Ie3sl”g c3tegorles are crltlc31 wltersneds, ,.vlldllfe haoltat, 
s?ns1tl:‘” SDEC~ZS 7301t3t, percent siooe, cros*b~iitv oi mineral OccurSnce, 
‘..J L 13 zrn? s 5 siu~y 3reas and senslfive rcq,ons sucn 3s ?rcn2eologlcal sttes 
or ::3:rl3n ir*ss. ilriterl? could 5, est3blls”ea that would tske tnese 
:Psources into iccount 3nd itssrgn them c1i:erent leasIng c,tegortes unaer 
fze v3r1otis *itern~tt~~es. The same would spply to renewai of extstinq leases. 
Sinliar :f?sourw crtterta could also iiopl:~ to Otner leasable zlnerals, hardrock 
rl”er3ls isoth 3~~4 open dna closet 3110 :he oeveiopment of rming plans) and 
loc3tssl~ rT.w.er3ls. 

?e EIS 20-s not detail the cr~:erta for minerals as is requrrea by the planning 
regul3tlons. The weak 3ttempt on oages 1-17 to corre up with mmeral criteria 
L n .? 0 ‘..i a ” -pets ti‘.e recu,renents. Concrete guldelines are needed. 

‘~ltGPK,fSS 

3e c 3.?~ge-renr of ‘.?’ SA s sna appealed units need special attention. The EIS 
FrO3OSes 4 ‘varl*fv Ot ?J”agement scnemes for \VSA s. Unfortunateiy, the 
~p3P3122 ?:eds ..vere rot izenrified I” figures l-14 of the doculrent. These areas 
r?‘.lSt 3e 30t*c 75 ttev, ior tT.e 3nost part, are under IMP management by vrtue 
of r”.ex r*m3n~eo stat”*. 

The GRSI? nusi te deiayed until the final dec\slo” on the 3ppealed units 1s 
r;aae. -he plan ?anes declslons rcqardmg management of U’SAs. A “go slow” 
approacn 1s necessxy. 

Thr 011 -tnd “3s leasmg pr~oosals must oe ,+ltered. The 8Lhl does not have 
:be dimon::, to icsse M’SA-s. Secretxy ‘.Vatt recently bannea any new leasing 
in :hese ueas. The ilnai EIS shoulz reflect :nis cnange. 

A ven arstx2mq statement ?ppo*rs on page 4-84. The SPECUL DESIGNATION 
AREAS par?;rspn reaos: 

In Alternatives A. 8. and C, lonq-term loss of wtlderness 
values could result from lacy of protectton on WSA s not 
recommended 3s sult-iole for wilderness deslgnatio”. 
Thts would reauce the potential of these areas Over the 
long-term for iuture wtlderness destgnatlon. 
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The BL!>I doss -01 >‘.vP tnc ~urnor,“, :O --anage ‘.VSA s .!~if~r~nrl~., ‘:,nether 

recommenc22 SilIt3J31’~ or nor. ,” ..o so 1.5 .1 ~:lol:!t,on O! I,‘:,. :o~~cress n3s 
cirect.c:! :nit ,r,:cr1T: crotectton SC .1cpl1ed io G ‘.‘.‘i:\, s. The!,’ , .23[ :he ZL:,i , 
are :he :in31 .xter~,,~‘rs a* :v11c2rncss. 15‘2 ZL:.: !W “5: r?n;l;e ill ‘.VSA’S 
and sope~l~r: u”~fs .::1;~11~~ uncer t-e i!\iP 2.7t11 1 :!n-11 ~ec,sLon IRS oeen maac 
so cl* not :o ;rzcl--,e con~r~sslonal 5eroq3tl’:cS. 

All ‘.:.s:, i 2x2 ?.oorale~ units snoula “le WLth2r’...N? :roY- -.Inerzl .zntr.;. .:11 
V~~S.~ 5 3T.c Ip?ealez “zlts 3re now o:r ILnL:; tcl 311 .-I,: 73s i23SLp.Z. Leases 
shouiz ~0: -2 TC~P:V~O 12 ~.V~~~CCIFSS in.,~en:orv I?nds. ..‘:Sa s or looeaiea ““Its. 
&I of :nese ?!rerls sro~ld 3150 3e c:osc;t :o O?,‘. 5, 2nd r?coz.me”sed for 
w11:erncss 3es~s”a:ton. ‘VV~ have incluced ox torrents on :ne SSA s L.? tne 
G&J as sttacnnents to :hls comment. 

iivestock Gr3rz~.z .‘-ynt z?lo” 

Yhe ouestions and iour alternatives :vlth ressect :o livestock qraz~ng do not 
show 3 dlverslty LS OptlO”*. Every slnglr llternattve except Altematlve .A 
(no ?crloni !ncre3ses !ivestocK use over ?resent levels. There 1s no discussion 
Of sI~“lilc~“tl~: Increasing or zecreasing t-e AlJhl’s slkocatea to livestock. The 
no--rrzzlzc sltern3rl-e was not ,~nalyzec eve” thougn !t 1s requtr~a to be analyzed 
tn qrarLnq LIS’ 8. ‘.:-hy was thts alternative aism~sseo I” llqnt of :his requirement? 

There 33063~ to se several problems :vtth tne dxta svallsule for tne vegetative 
con31t:o:: 0: ::>e ‘.‘3T1OUS ;Illotments. When were tne stuoLrs conducted onthe 
ccolo;~c~l iona~t~on ot the r~nqe! Obvlouslv , there are proolcms wtth one- 
time rsnqe S.m.‘OYS. Y:?e malor weakness 1s ine 13~‘. of trend data for each 
allotcent. ‘.‘,‘e ilnc L: ~“co”ceivaole tne ax: would attemot to complete a” 
EIS without rrena zr,ta! Why isn’t tnere trend data ior eat” allotment? ~0~ 
can t”e 3LY.L meet t”e regulations ,a”4 gu!drll”cs wlthout trend data? Without 
trend z3c3 ?OW C3” .,. ‘-e BLZ! be sure tha ir?p.icts of the var10~~ alternatives 
3re aCC~r3Le ? 

zo,~parlr~ ;resenr forage pro~uctlon w,t .Q aOte”ri.11 (cllzlnax) IS now condltio” 
is derived. I! IS essentl31 the nave CO.~P~~~SO” ire-15 j”d/or relic sites to 
2etermtne cir.3x. ‘cc there zany such =iceas 19 :he G;w? ‘Xtll compsr,son areas 
or r3nqe piot rxclosures oe estaollshed :or xonttormq stuoles ? 

Crltlc,21 watersneds lncludl “g irffs of htqh salintty are Impacted by livestock 
grsz1ng 3no other SUrf3CfYl1stUr31”g aCtlvltl?S. The BL!.I has determtnea some 
ireas 1” the vsrlous alternatives :fi.at 3re to be restrlctea 3”li/or excluded from 
11~;Pstoc): grazlnq Decause of :v?ters”ed reasons. .‘.‘hat were the crltert3 used 
to determtne whether (3” sea would !X reconmended for spax?l management due 
to watersnea cOnCer”S ? 

. ?, ^_.._^_ * .^* . . L,C. ,,,.... ,x.,nF ,r “nnc n-r n=l.,a rnP r,l,-YECar” ,,...a//3 rn m--r I”” . 
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There are several riles of riparlan zones and streams in the GRA. What is the 
present :ond,tlon and trend of these riparian zones? How aid the aLM deter- 
mine what rlpar~an zones would receive either special manaaement or exclude 
livestock unoer Alternatives C and D? Distrlbutlon of livestock critically 
affects rlparian zones. Recent studies indicate rlparian areas suffer even wil h 
the traditional range improvements ieslgnea for better slstrl>ution (Bryant 1982). 
%‘e suqqest livestocK be excludea from riparlan zones in most instances. The 
GR.LlP neeas to develop criteria and data III order to determlne how to best 
--anage riparlan zones. 

T;?ere are several proposed threatened and enaangered plan: species in the GRA. 
Sr;all enclosures or other type of management activities snouid be developed 
to prefect these sensitive species from livestock and ORV s. 

The goal of the vegetation/grazing management should be to improve :ne 
ecological conaition of the range. About nalf of the GRA is in fax or worse 
condition (less tnan 50% of climax). Range and grazing systems, season of 
‘use cnanges , livestock class changes, better distribution and limiting livestock 
and surface dlsturoing activities all contribute to upwarCl trend. Care must be 
taken to ensure these improvement activities accomplish their goal without 
ixpactlng other resources. Grazing systems must meet the conditions of the 
land 2nd be tallor-mabe for each area. Have any studies been conducted in 
the G2.4 that reflect on the merits of :est-rotation or graztng systems versus 
continuous Jrazing? Not every condition is conducive to grazing systems. 

Surface-alsrurzicg range improvements should not be proposed inside WSA s of 
appealeo uni:s. There are better sites outslde these potential wildernesses. 

The oigcest problem with the grazing and vegetation portions of the GRMP is 
the lacu. O! speclrics. The document does not present enough specific informa- 
tlon on proposals, present conditins and trends and crtterla used to formulate 
alternatives. ‘.Ve find tt tncreaible there are no trend data in the EIS. iias the 
aL:;I oeen doing trend studies Ln the GRA? If not, why not? 

Wlldllfe 

There is a diversity of wildlife In the GRA. The Bookcllffs harbor some of Utah’s 
most Important big game habitat. Species include elk, deer, antelope, bear, 
cougar and bighorn sheep. This important resource must be protected. 

Bighorn sheep are extremely sensitive animals. They do not tolerate human 
activtties and are a prime example of a wilderness dependent species. Page 
2-82 of the EIS notes: 

30-5 

30-6 

sktv-sm percent of the blqhorn sheep hablt3t ~.vouid 
be protected only oy the Stlpuhttons 13 011 2nd ~2s 
Category 1. The areas lnvolvea tncluge the ?otlsr., 
ZvIinersl aoctom, and LVesrwitter areas. This co,ula resuit In 
bighorn sneep losses throuon stress ana displacement 
if 011 and gas aueiopmenc takes place. 

The EIS further notes that crlor staole nurxhers of Signorn sheep Will not 3E 
rescnea onder any alternative. These anlzals sre exc2llen: Ln:Lcators 21 
the heaith of the ecosystem. ?roDos~ls 3cX?owle cc1r.q tr,e :3ct oighornwlll 
not reach prior stable numoers 3~~1 tnat rhea mav :3e in jeoparcy reflec: 3oor 
past management. and qoor proposals. ?osltive an= vigorous steps mus: 3e 
taken to ensure expansion of :hls i.mpor,ant species. 

Areas delineatec in figure I-5 as zlr;horn habItat snould oe protected. These 
areas snould excluce ORV s and do!xstic stock. ::o leases snould be ailowea 
nor shoulc hardrocv mineral claiming be permitted. 

Elk, deer and antelope habitat neea protectton. Special stipulations on leases, 
no-leasing in crttical areas, closures and livestocK restrictions should oe 
implemented and crlterla estaollshen for protection. 

There is riot r.uch discusston aoout endangered species and thex habitat. 
There are slgnificanr data gaps. The GRMP states on page 4-3 that an ,n- 
ventory of the slack-footea ferret is needed. This probablv is the mos[ 
enaangered rrammal III North .amerlca. Xlanagement decisions must be b,sed 

upon the proper zata. ‘“‘&en information is lacking, the planning process 
should be slowea down until the ~nformatlon is avaIlable. 

The informatIon gaps are a serious problem UJ the document on all wildlife 
concerns. The GRMP mentions several different places that thresnold levels 
for bighorn sheep/livestock COnfllCtS, elk/livestock conflicts and deer/ 
1lvestocK conflicts have not been determlned on the allotments where tn~s is 
a problem. Threshold analysis is a pre-requisite to the preparatl (II of a 
draft RMP. 

Critical Watersheds 

The GRhlP is full of references about watershed concerns. IJnfortunately, 
the proposed solution too often is a band aid, the placement of gully plugs 
or other structures. The real problem, as 1s noted In the EIS, is surface 
disturbance. It 1s the antlthesls of qood land management and planning :o 
propose these stop-.qap measures instead of resolving the proolem throuqh 
eiimlnation of surface disturbing activlhs. 

- -. .- ._.I -1 . .._ “YLL”“~ nllrcllnl I\!-. 



Page 4-3 r.o[es sever31 :vatersned data gaps. .:~a m, lack of lnforrrarlon 1s 
a probiem. This clnnor 38 tolerated in 3 resource Tanagement plan! Zrlterla 
should h?ve been cevelopea on ‘when, ,where and how to deal w,tn the ‘warer- 
shed concerns. .an example woula be to declare areas over bO,: slope ‘Nlth 

unstaclr solIs 1s cnsu:tsulc for livestock ana off-llmlts LO lzastnq and ORV s. 
Specific qulcelines musf x developed. 

OF/S 

30-7 .~ga1*, 20 spcclilc zsicellnes were cfveloced regarclnq classification of areas 
for OF! use. 12: course, sens~ttw w\ldllfe ‘haott3:, ‘.i’SA s , rlparlan areas, 
ixponant livestoc? concentration areas, freas w1t.z cultural resources, sensitLv2 
plant soecles sna xeas cossesslng lmporrant envIronmenta values should be 
closea to CRV 5. Guicellnes need to be developed for OKV management in the GRA. 

Rea lit,; 9crlons 

Several prouosals have been ~~aae in the EIS to seleot lands for dlsoosal. Public 
lana should ~.ot zz~lut on the auction block. If isolated tracts are needed for 
community expansion, they snouid be qlven to the local entity or leased under 
the Recreation ana 3’;bloc Purposes Act. The isolated tracts in the state Book- 
cliffs srea could 3e :ransferrea to the state ‘under lndemnlty selections or as 
a part of protect BOLD. The only iands that should be considered for transfer 
to other covernm.ental entItles are those isolated parcels that cannot be managed 
by the 3L?.I. 

30-8 The GilSIP totallv neglects the identlflcation of areas of critical environmental 
concern. The Iccntlfic3tion and subsequent protection of ICEC’s Is mandated 
In both tne plsnninq regulations and FLPhl.4. Several areas could have been 
considerea such as Onion Creek , the area east of Labl,,nth Canyon and Impor- 
tant cultural resource areas. This glaring ommlsston must be corrected. 

Utilitv Corrlnors 

The ex1sttr.q ana prouosea utlllty corrtdors avotd sensittve areas includtng 
WSA’s, appealed units and sensltlve ,~lldllfe habttat. Sew proposals should 
be routed through existing corr1aors. 

Summary 

The GRMP needs substantial revlslon to meet the plannlnq reoulrements of 
FLPMA, %‘e reaiize this tvpe of planning process is new to the BLIM. however, 

this crltlcal reqlon c3nr.ot tolerate a management plan that 1s anything but 
the best. Cnfortunately, it appears the entire plan needs substantial revision 
and new lniorm.atlon before It can be accepted. 

I 
We certainly hope the BLM will take these criticisms into account. It may 
be necessary to re--Issue a new draft GRMP after the necessary informatton 
has been obtainec. It 1s not the declslons or management direction that is 
lacking, but the rat+onale behind these decisions and directions. The various 
alternatives an< proposals must be justified by the appropriate data and a 
logical s2t of cx:er1a. T’his has r.ot been done. 

We dppreclate the opportunity to comment. Thank s very mucn. 
I 

Cordially ,c 

Gary&ilacfarlane 
Staff l:ember 

G?A/ir”O 
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Response to Letter 30 from the Utah Wilderness Association, Salt Lake 
City, Utah, Gary Macfarlane, Staff Member 

30-l The planning criteria used during development of the plan are 
described on pages l-3 through l-23 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 

30-Z Currently only 1,850 acres are withdrawn from mineral entry (s-e 
Table 2-2 on page 2-12 of the Draft RMP/EIS). For Alternative 2, 
the designation of 32,000 acres represents more than a 1,500 oer- 
cent increase, and the increase in Alternative 3 to 47,000 acres 
represents over a 2,000 percent increase. These withdrawals 
are designed to protect sensitive resource values along the Lolo- 
rado River (Alternative C) and along the Colorado and @alores 
rivers (Alternative D). 

The alternatives range from production to protection. Under the 
protection oriented alternatives, nonconsumptive uses would be em- 
ohasized. The biqhorn sheep habitat is in an area already leased 
for potash. Protective stipulations are included in the lease 
agreements. Proportions of the GRA that would be in various 
leasing cateqories under the four alternatives are listed in 
Table 2-2 on page 2-13 of the draft. Category 2 lands can be 
protected by stipulations for many resource values. A major 
oortion of the GRA would be included in Category 2 under the Pro- 
tection Alternative (see Table 2-9 on page 2-55 of the draft for 
a list of the resources that would be protected). 

There would be relatively minor differences in mineral production 
among the alternatives because major developed areas, where pro- 
duction is ongoing, would remain open under all four alternatives. 

Appendix R has been revised and reprinted in Chapter 3 of this 
proposed RMP and final EIS to reflect the BLM/!+lS merger. 

Unitization is the process whereby several lessees can pool their 
areas and resources to avoid duplication of wells. Unitization 
is discussed in some of the SSAs for areas under wilderness review. 
The SSAs are available from the Moab District Office. 

A KGS is an area of known production with known geographic limits. 
The establishment of KGSs is beyond the scope of the RMP. 

The bases for apolications of the oil and qas leasing cateqories 
under the various alternatives are exolained in the response to 
Letter 6 from tne U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Response to Letter 30, continued 

30-2 Mining under the 1572 Mining Law is open througnout the GRA ex- 
cont'd. cept within 1,850 acres of withdrawn land. Stipulations rxes- 

sary to prevent undue degradation are added at the time minin9 
plans of operation are approved under the authority of the 43 :FR 
3809 regulations. See paqe l-17 of the Draft RMP/ElS, point 2 
at the bottom of the page. 

30-3 The proposed RllP and final EIS has been updated to incorporate 
the areas remanded to the district for further consideration-. 
The oil and gas category system specifies types of stioulations 
that would apply to particular areas if leased. Sucn stioulaticns 
would apply if areas are not designated as wilderness. S?:re- 
tarial orders will be followed regarding future leasing il> wiid- 
erness study areas. 

The section referenced is ambiguous and has been deleted [see 
Chapter 3 of this proposed RMP and final EIS). The BLM will 
manage all WSAs to protect their wilderness suitability urtil 
they are either designated wilderness or released from interim 
management. 

30-4 The proposed RMP and final EIS considers two additional s.~b- 
alternatives which expand the range of the analysis. 

The studies were conducted in 1980 and 1981. There are no reli- 
able trend studies; the existing photo trend plots, wnich were 
established in the late 1960s have not been read because of pro- 
gram priorities. Impacts of the various management actions were 
estimated utilizinq past experience and knowledge of the 
various resources. 

Comparison areas were used during the inventorv to determine 
potential for ecoloqical sites. Small exclosures (4 feet by 4 
feet) will be used at each monitorinq site. 

The areas within the GRA that have the hiqhest salinity problems 
were identified for special management options (change in season 
of use, intensive manaqement, livestock exclusion). 

The Draft RfIP/EIS does not show the present condition of each 
rioarian area other than as tney are included in the condition 
information for each allotment. Condition on each of the ri- 
parian areas has not been compiled or analyzed from the stand- 



Response to Let+er 30, continued 

30-4 point of their being riparian areas. Livestock management or 
cont'd. exclusion was considered in those riparian areas that had major 

wildlife conflicts. Watershed management, such as construction 
of control structures, was considered (and identified in some 
areas) for riparian zones as well as for major drainages with- 
out riparian vegetation. 

Special management (such as fencing or exclosures as suggested) 
may be developed as areas of threatened or endangered species 
are encountered. Jnder the Endangered Species Act, BLM is re- 
quired to protect habitat for these species. 

The only studies that have been conducted on grazing systems in 
the GPA are the existinq AMPS. Results of these management 
actions will help to determine what type of management may be 
effective for other allotments that presently have no management 
plans. 

Although there may be better sites outside WSAs, that may not 
be where a project is needed. Projects may be constructed Inside 
WSAs if the nonimpairment criteria contained within the Interim 
ranagement Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Re- 
view (ELM, 1979) are met. 

Trend data have been collected to some degree on most allotments. 
Some allotments have never had any trend studies established, and 
continuous data have not been collected on those allotments that 
have studies. The study is the BLM photo trend plot method. 
Over the years, some plots have been photographed every few 
years but have not been read (plot has not been diagramned 
as to species present). The main reason for this has been a 
lack of manpower. Over 200 plots were established in the late 
1960s and there has not been enough funding in recent years 
to continue the studies to establish reliable data. 

30-5 The entire GRA was inventoried for threatened and endangered 
species prior to writing the Draft RMP. As identified in the draft 
document, tnere are data gaps concerninng the black-footed 
ferret. The site-specific EAs that will be prepared for each 
project prior to implementation will address the possibility of 
potential impacts to threatened and endangered species. 

Response to Letter 30 concluded 

30-5 Please refer to the response to Letter 14 from the >loab district 
cont'd. Grazinq Advisory Board for an explanation of the term "prior 

stable number." 

30-6 The management actions proposed under the Critical !i'atersheds 
issue are not the only ones tnat would help to correct watersned 
problems. Please refer to Table 2-2, page 2-7 of tne draft. 
Changes in season of livestock use (management actions C-10 and 
U-lo), management of perennial streams (C-12, 1-12). grazing 
restrictions (C-13, 3-13, s-14), restrictions on ORV use 
(C-16, C-17, ?-19, CI-20, ?-Zl), and applications of the oil and 
gas leasing category system (C-25, 2-30) would contribute to tne 
reduction of surface disturbance. 

Criteria were developed in the draft document to deal wit'? spe- 
cific watershed concerns contained in the Critical !latersneds 
issue. To refer to the examole presented in this comment. leas- 
ing restrictions for slopes greater than 50 percent are found 
in Alternatives C and 1. ORV restrictions are focused on 
highly saline, highly erodible soils in the Mancos Shale For- 
mation. 

Specific guidelines outlined on paqes l-4 througn 1-7 of the 
draft have been incorporated into the plannina alternatives 
and their specific management actions. qanaqement actions ore- 
posed to resolve the Critical Watersheds issue are listed 
under the surface-disturbinq activities, as well as in tne 
issue itself. 

30-7 The planning criteria followed for the ORV issue are listed 
on page l-10 of the draft. Each alternative analyzes a soe- 
cific ORV designation program. 

30-8 ACEC desiqnation was not proposed in the nraft RMP because it 
was determined that other multiple use management actions could 
adequately protect resource values. 

NOTE: Letter 30 from the Utah Wilderness Association also in- 
cluded specific comments on each WSA under study in the GRA. 
These comments are beinq considered as scopina input for the 
Utah statewide wilderness EIS and therefore are not reprinted 
here. 



LETTER 31 

P 
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United States Department of the Interior 
S.\IlOS.Al. P.\RK jFR\'ICE 

ROCKY \IOCN rA,S REG,OS.A,. OFF,('L 
655 Parh irrerr 

IY KLI’LY ki.iEH TO 

L7619 (Em-PC) 

P 0 Bar 2528: 
lkn\er. Cimrad,, XI,?.‘5 

Xemorandum 

TO: Grand Resource Area Xanager, Bureau of Land Xangement, 
?loab, Utah 

From: Associate Regional Direcror, Planning and Resource Preservation, 
Rocky llountain Region 

Subject: Review of Draft Resource Xanagement Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Grand Resource Area, lloab District, 
Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah (DES 83/7) 

We have completed our review of the subject document and would like to 
offer the following comments. 

This document continues the recent trend by BL\l toward differing pro- 
posals for designation of wilderness study areas (WSA's) under differin 

31-l management strategies. The document indicates that the Grand Resource 
Area contains eight !&X's, and under Alternate D (Protection) all eight 
would be recommended for wilderness designation. Ile are puzzled about 
the failure to make such a recommendation under any of the other alter- 
natives. Although Alternate C (Limited Protection) includes partial 

wilderness recommendations for some of these areas, Alternates A (No 
Action) and B (Production) would not include any such recommendations. 
It would seem that, if all eight areas could be recommended as wilderness 
under one alternative, then they could be so recommended under any of 
the other alternatives. 

31-Z 

I 

we are also puzzled about the reason for designating Segro Bill Canyon 
as an Outstanding Xatural Area under ‘Uternste C but apparently not so 
designating it under ~ilternace D, which would presumabl:? entail n greater 
amount of protection for such resources. AS with the rccommendatlons 
for wilderness, we believe that such a designation would also be prudent 
under Alternates A and B. 

'The visual resources surrounding Arches and Canyonlands ?:ational Parks 
are of concern to us because they nre n component ot the scenery viewed 
by park visitors from wlthin the parks. We ren11.w that these nrens 
cannot receive the same protection 35 park Lands, !)ut WE would like to 
see consideration give" to Jvertin:: or mltieatin:: impacts on the visual 
resource JS viewed by visitors to these p,lrks. such consrdcration na\ 
been ;;iven elsewhere in rhe nl~n for visitors to Dead liorse Point state 

31-3 

I 

Pnrk, wlldcrncss studv areas, and river corridors (Figs. L-20, Z-21, ,"d 
2-12). These considerations snould include visual resource management 
Class i deslxnations, which are noticcublv absent from <iCure j-3. 

31-4 

31-5 

31-6 

31-7 

31-u 

1 

Also with regard to visual resources, Figures 2-19, Z-20, 2-21. and 2-21 
show substantial portions of land adjacent to Arches and Canyonlands 
National Parks as open to potash exploration and leasing as well as 011 
and gas leasing. Certain Category 4 areas, such as wilderness stuay 
areas and the view below Dead aorse Point State Park, have been buffered 
by Category 2 and 3 areas, while the Xational Parks have not. we rec- 
ommend that similar buffer areas be established adjacent to the parks 
because of their special preservation status as nationai parks and 
proposed wilderness areas. 

We appreciate the inclusion of the provision for regular contacts 131th 
other agencies found on page L-85. Tiie Xational Park Service staff at 
Arches and Canyonlands National Parks would lihe to rneef with the 
Bureau of Land Xanagement in order to discuss the following issues: 

1. Mildlife habitat requirements 
2. Off-road vehicle (ORV) use and management 
3. Xinerals 
4. Visual resources 

Cur specific concerns on these issues are addressed elsewhere in these 
comments. 

In the event that drill feeding for livestock is contemplated on ldnds 
adjacent to the aforementioned parks or on drainages that lead into the 
PZlKkS, we recommend that native species be used. Sation- Park Service 
policy seeks to maintain natural ecosystems and exclude exotic species 
as much as possible. 

?he Sational Park Service is contemplating the reintroduction of bighorn 
sheep ad pronghorn antelope into Arches National Park. The Utah Division 
of !klildlifr: Kesources has indicated their support ror these actions. 
Habitat requirements for these species should be considered during 
further project planning and implementation. 

In conjunction with our earlier comments on visual r.zsource management 
for areas surrounding the naclonal parks, ve recommend that the proposed 
"open" desienation for these areas resnrdine. otf-road vanicle use be 
reconsidered. .'ilSO , rio,ures i-b and 2-24 nre in need of correction. 
The Islanu in the Sky access road 1s shown as a four-xnrel drive route 
when in fact it is J. county road open to regular trafili .Ind ~111 be 
paved as part of the Cnnvonlands (General !lans,qement Plan. rhfse same 
figures show the Yellow Cat four-wheel drive route entering the extreme 
northern end of ,\rchcs Xntionsl P,xrk. Tile Nntlonal P;lrk Service plans 
to close that route .and therefore it should be deleted. 

Contrary to the statement in parnqrapn 2 ~>f the ,\ir IJr~llcv -;e<tion on 
pqe 3-l. air qlialitv is .~lso !$eing ,:wnitored bv tne Y.ltl~>nal i'~rk ‘;crvice 
ns follu~~s: fine pnrcicul‘ltc samplers it !Iotn nJtio"al oarks, ,'ontr;iSt 
telephoto%eter ror visibility .zt ~:.lnyonlands, .Ind photo\~rnp'hv !nr \,lsibilitx 
JC hoti1 n.atxnal parks. 



31-9 

31-10 

/<&$t g 
Richard A. Strait 

3 

The Grand Resource Area contains seven potential National Natural 
Landmarks. They are: 

Crystal Geyser 
Fisher Towers - Onion Creek Gorge 
Lemon's Dinosaur Footprints 
Red Canvon - Moab Canvon Fossil Localities 
Tenmile Morrison Fossil Wood Locality 
Westwater Fossil Plant Locality 
Williams Bottom Playa Deposits 

Further planning for the Grand Resource Area should consider these 
potential designations and avoid impacts that could adversely affect the 
ecological and geological features of these areas. Further information 
can be obtained from Ms. Carole Madison, National Park Service, Rocky 
?lountain Regional Office, Division of Recreation Grants and Review, P.O. 
Box 25287, Denver, Colorado 80225 (Phone: 234-6443). 

The entire portion of the Green River within the State of Utah as well 
as the Colorado River from the San Juan/Grand County line to the southern 
boundary of Canyonlands National Park are Nationwide Rivers Inventory 
(NRI) streams which are potential candidates for study as components of 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The Colorado River is 
listed in the NRI because of scenic, recreational, geologic, fish, and 
wildlife values. The Green River is listed because of scenic, recreational, 
geologic, fish, wildlife, and cultural values. The subject document 
should be modified to include this information. 

We are pleased to note that the draft responds to the national significance 
of these streams by proposing Recreation Management Area (RMA) status 
and management activities for them. Recognition of their inventory 
status can give added support for their qualifications for RHA status. 

Response to Letter 31 
Park Service, Richard 
and Resource Preserva 

31-2 

31-3 

31-4 

31-5 

31-6 

31-7 

from the U.S. Department of the Intsrlor, Yatlonal 
A. Strait, Associate Regional Director for Plann~ca 

tion, Rocky Mountain Realan, PJenver, Colorado 

31-l Since the All !Jilderness alternative represents full protectlon, 
it would be approoriate only under AlternatIve n (Protecti@?) in 
the RMP; it would be inconsistent with tne goals and objectlves 
of the No Action, Dr?duction, and Limited Protection alterra- 

tives. The oroposed RFlP and final EIS deletes tnis material. 

Under Alternative r, , Negro Bill Canyon would receive treater 
protection through recommendation as suitable fcr wilderness de- 
signation. 

The inventory of the visual resource did not ideltif'v any ilass 
I areas on BLM administered lands wlthin the GRA. -,le ilaqs ! 
desiqnation is normally given to areas managed bnder special 
designations, such as W;ld and Scenic Rivers. 'he p.lblic l.?nds 
surrounding the national parks are manaqed for mdltiole use. 

The oil and gas leaslng category system is oriprted tcward 
protecting site-specific resource values, The categories are 
not designed to act as protective buffers. 

None of the areas prooosed for seedIng (?r treatment and seedlnai 
is adjacent to a park. Some areas under considerat?on for <eed- 
ing on Hatch Point mav influence the Lockhart Basin drainaoe; 
native species will be seeded on these sites. :ppendix A. oaqe 
A-l of the draft, provides ~morp information about mitigatlnq 
measures for seeding. 

Specific future proposals for big qame introductions on public 
land wlthin the GRA will be consldered on a case-by-case basis 
in cooperation with the Utdh division of :lildllfe Resources. 
All BLM policy and nabltat evaluation procedures will be 
followed. 

Chapter 3 of this prnuosed RMP and final EIS. wnlch presents 
revisions to the draft document, includes a notation that the road 
to Island in the Sky is not a four-wheel drive route. This 
correction applies to Fiqures l-6 and 2-24 in the draft. The 
Yellow Cat route north of Arches National Park should, however, 
remain on the map, even thcluqh it is to be closed at the park 
boundary. Closure within the park would not affect use outside 

the park. 



Response to Letter 31, concluded 

31-8 The statement on page 3-3 of the Draft RMP/EIS referred directly 
to the studies conducted by the National Park Service at Arches. 
In addition to the work cited in this comment, Buttes Resources 
has done some additional air quality monitoring in the Ten Mile 
Wash area. The second paragraph of the Air Quality section on 
page 3-3 of the draft has been revised in Chapter 3 of this pro- 
posed RMP and final EIS. 

31-9 Sites with potential for becoming National Natural Landmarks may 
be nominated by a land manaqement agency or an interested person. 
If a resource protection need is identified for one of the sites 
mentioned, nomination for National Natural Landmark status is 
one of several actions that could be considered in the future. 

31-10 The National River Inventory identifies outstanding river segments 
for possible inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
system. The river segment mentioned has been inventoried, but is 
not presently being studied for inclusion in the system; however, 
having once been listed, it could be studied for designation at a 
later date. The study procedures would take place outside the 

BLM planning system. 

Nath,a! Resources Defense Counc.l, Inc. 
Pubilc LK& lnst~rure 

LETTER 32 1 i:: RACE STREET 
ZEN\ ER. L‘OLOR.AUO &3X6 

E> I;i-‘Gx 

June 13, 1983 

Colon 2. Christensen, ,Area Manager 
S'dreau of Land fqanagement 
Gram Resource Area 
?.!I. 30x t4 
%a~. stab 34532 

2ear V. Christensen: 

Enclosed are the comments of the Public Lands Institute of the Natural 
?esosrces Sefense Council on the Draft Environmental Impact Statementi 
Pesoarce Management Plan for the Grand Resource Area. 

'de commend the staff of the Bureau of Land Management (ELM) for 
preoaring a well-tnouoht out, detailed, analytical document. The summary, 
Co”C1se :ables. fi?ures, and aPpendices ContrIbute to a product that 1s 
reacdD\e, iell organizea, and Informs the oublic of the Bureau's ObJeCtiveS, 
nand';epent actions to acnieve the goals, and lmoacts of the management 
.3ct12r15. i: !s obvious that the staff has spent mucn time in collecting 
data. analyzing existing resource use and potential reSource use, and 
finaiiy oreoaring tnis analytical document for the public's review. 

Again, we would like to empnasize the excellent effort which has been 
made to oreoare this R14P and draft EIS. Many teatures of this document should 
be used ds a modei for other plans, although we recognize that the new 
planning regulations issued in May could change tne requirements for future 
RtlPs. ;le believe the supplement should address the effect the new requlations 
(43 iFR Part 1600) have on draft RMPs. 

Sincerely yours, 

Carolyn R. Johnson,' 
Senior Public Lands Specialist 

CRJ:km 
Enclosure 

__^^ ^A ,,.1_11.1^ /I^e^..I^.- 
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32-2 

32-3 

Genera! Cements 

Other manaqenent dct:ons sloui? be prozosed lunoer rye Drotectlon AlternatIve 

(D) to fulfill the qb;ectl ,es ilno iqdl: for :lis alterndtlve and ennance the 

resources bevond whdt -as been ccns~?cr?,i. :r, sow Instances Alternatlres 0 and C 

are ldentlcdl or rot "ell dlstln!ul:r.ea. -11: :.a~ retlect in part the tine 11ne 
L 

that exls:s cetween The 4661 c!aled for ;l:er-r:dtlve 1 and !*e goal stated for 

AlternatIve t (p. Z-2). Exaaples zre recredrbn and the ,nciuslon of exlstlng 

potash leases (:,633 acres) dnd srcxoect:ny an adZltlona1 3cres !15O,ZOO) for all 

the alternat~:es. ir:;udlng iltepnatlve d '3rotecrldh) 'SE!; S-8. 9~. Should 

potash leases oe Jeveiooea to their full ~?'ten:lai, the luss of 13.567 acres of 

blgnorn sneep ':dn~:i: could be s:ynl:lcant (2. J-13). Other jptlons besIdes 

inclusion If 3otasn 'eases snould te eyplored tar Alterndtlve 0 and perhaps 

Alternative i. Lease etcilanges of CrltlCJil hdnltdt areas ,:lght be possible. Has 

tne SLM staff explore0 tills optlon fully? 

Potential keas #of :r.tlcal Envlr:nmental concern receive no analysis. or 

even imentIon :Tdt ,,e can find, jet the reybl~tlons require that prlorltv be given 

to their ldentl:Ica:lon, deslqnatlon. protection and management (43 CrR 1601.8(c)). 

Why 1s there no dlsc,sslon? 

In tile Environmental Consequences Chapter (3), as dell as the summary, the 

staff has 1dentlfleJ speclflc linpacts hs to cnanges. durdtlon, dnd the context 

of the l"':pact , dneti-er local. reqlonal. 3r nJtiuna1 T'le detail provided 1s 

excellent, 70wever. in many Instances tne 1mpaLt 07 Ilnpdcts Jre not labeled as 

to slgnltlcant ST lnslgnlficant -- minor, rmoderate. or valor. The statement 

on p. 4-2 adds to our contusion. In the "anal,sls guidelines." the staff has 

stated 'only slgnlficant chanqes or Impacts ~111 be analyzed." First. d" analyst 

cannot know wndt Impacts are s;qnlflcant Jntll dll the 11pacti.s have been analyzed. 

Second, If de Interpret this pnrase correctly. all the wpacts dIscussed I" 

Chapter 4 and in the summary are slgnlflcant iunleSS specified otherwise) because 



--- 

these are the analyzed 1P‘pactS oresenteo to the reader. ;s this correct? 

The staff has noted where a Culnuiatlve YIPaLt ~inah515 was not possible or 

is lacking. Other tnan tnese s~eclfic loted Jreds. de lelleve scme areas require 

5ore effort to conorenensi iely identif/ and k:udntl:y the cu;;!ulative impacts that 

occur to a resource tilt? :noienenrat:on ot one of the lliernatives. ror example 

on p. 3-12, under :le X0-acrlon Alternat;ve (d), allowing mining over the entire 

area (except for 1.250 acres1 would result I" ,wiidlife populations dis:urbed and 

displaced. '#hat +,ould be the cumulative impacts on the Grand Resource Area? 

Erosion and Sailnit: Manaqement 

Minimizing erosion should receive the highest priarlty possible in the 

proposed aiternative. A very large portion of the resource area is highly erodible 

and has extrerrely fragile ecosystems upon wnich surface-disturbing activities have 

long-term or irreparable impacts. These areas may have "low' soil productivity in 

terms of their ability to support livestock grazing, as the DEIS notes (p. 3-l) 

however their 'oroductivity" in terms of non-game wildllfe and scenic and 

recreational values is often extraordinary. 

The DEIS performs an outstanding analysis of the economic impacts of 

increased sediment and salinity on water zSerS downstream, but it gives less 

thorough consideration to the loss of producti:ity on eroaed areas. Granted that 

many of the linpacts on land rises such as visual dualit{. recreation, wildlife and 

conservation for future uses are difficult or l,hpossible to quantify (especially 

in economic terms), we feel these multiPie use values are important enough to 

the area to warrant additional .InalySiS -no emphasis in the proposed management- 

actions. 

Protecting critical erosion areas and malor washes (figures 1-3; l-4) should 

receive greater emphasls in the proposed alternative. In many cases, placing 

-3- 

restrictions on one particular activit] -- such as on ORV use from certain access 

roads, grazing, or oil and gas development -- could be an extremely cost-effective 

way of maintaining or enhancing the ottler land uses of watershed, wildlife habitat, 

non-OR'/ recreation and conservation for future land uses. BLM has made a laudable 

prooosai to restrict ORV use to existlnq roads and trails in some areas. but a 

comparison of figures 1-3, !-6, and 2-G shows that most ORV restrictions are not 

placed *here most CRV routes exist or where they overlap critical erosion and 

highly scenic areas. Also, a comparison of the economic benefits associated with 

the restrictions contained in Alternatlves C and Cl indicates thatmalor reductions 

in site eroslo" and watershed sediment and salinity would result from the additional 

ORV restricticns Jnd grdzlng .nanayement practiies wnich distinquished Alternative 

Cl from C. See pp. 2-i--i-l:; 4-40, -32, -45, -47, -52, -68 and -74. Therefore, 

the economic benefits of ddditionai protection of critical erosion areas under 

Alternative C are si9niiicant (compare Table 4-3 to Table 4-C) and snould receive 

renewed conS1Cerat‘:n as the preferred alternative. 

Grazinq and Rjnoe 

The iiS states that this statement was mandated by court order (p. S-l). 

Although the ?EIS apparently meets the Court's schedule, It does not contain the 

substance of an EIS reouired by the Court's judgment to assess actual environmental 

impacts of permits and to comply with hEPA in all respects. hatural Resources 

Defense C,l~~ncll, :nc. v. ?lOrton -9 338 F. Supp. 329 (O.D.C. 1974). aff'd., 527 F.Zd 

1386 (D.C. Cir. 1976). cert. denied :27 11.5. 913 (1976). ~ -* 

32-5 First, the CEIS fails to assess tne "no livestock igrazing alternative which 

constitutes the 'no action" ,ilternative required by the CEO regulations 40 CFR 

IBG2.I4(d)(I982) because BL!+l tound that alternative inpractical (p. S-3). As the 

Bureau has previously recognized. the no grazing alternative must be included in 

__ ^_ 



L’I-aer to Drovlde d odsellre ilidIn~,t rfl1L’I :; i”̂  0‘3re the e?” 1 ronTier”: I i:npacts 

Of oresent dnd tjture r;raz>rq. rdr:rer. ,i: '?m,r !I tern‘lt1 <es conrlnue present 
I 

'An lnhe'ent o?oblea in the ilvestock program ;t;elf 
IS the :~or-ocer :easOn of lise ,juthorlrea on SOme cf 
the allotments. :~~n,ilnq the season ot use. .,x)ulo 
be woie enter> t; ~r3tec: 'srzqc resources under 
Alternatives S :~d L. 3. 1-23: levels 9f grazil? a: ;:.Z:F ;s'iMs .xer iir-1:~, dndqe'r!ent scnemes ind no 

Jlternatlve Ieieis are inal/red 13. ~-51. :n$i.:es of lltferent levels lncludlng 
I 

and, 

"l!nder :;terrat.:,e ‘., .,r,ir,rl .iouId c-"t,"ue tc, 
conil~ct ,"I rr .gli:! i f,- r,l i5 dlot-eerts even atter 
all aan,>;ecent dc;~ons :r-e t ,en. {and, 
for CTl:ic~I ,,d:erS-eos ,(a~:1 con::n'ie sn 22 
.311ot:nen:s. p. 2-K 

The no grazlr,q cne -<St ce lncid.:ed n 1 x8doPle;ent to tr.e irEi SO the public ;nay 

1 reel ew dna cr.ivdr.e :"e'r. 

?-I! S?COllC, xc0 qeiesiary Inisr?Jtlon >nJ :nai,+seS are lacking. iihlle the text 

ana dpxnulces :a contain J qredt deal Of ;nrarnJtlon On speclflc allotment 

ndltlons, .ucn of 't 's not oresented in a .setul. coherent fan-r Such that the 

I rester 
cm evahare 1:. For examvie, ecolcqlcal condltlons are rated as low, 

Both the ?ubllc Pangelands :TProve,rent ;ct :n3 :?e iederdl Land Pol,c, dn4 

Managerent dct require dL:q to orevent cver.lrar;-j ind resource deterlqrar,on and 

to improve range condlt:ons. 

T:edl~d,l. anc “‘7”. zut these relative teTms are not related to specific standards 
I 

Wilderness 

sum 3s tons 31 lC‘.,Jl Jnd potentldi forage productlon per Jcre (p. 3-3, 4; Table 

3-l; 2nd APpena:x :). 'iecessary alltoment Information appears to be lmlssing such 

di er@SlOn C3p.O!:‘d1S and types of plant; and ScllS. Appendix D does contatn 

erosion rates :n "ose allotments &jth grarlng conflicts dr~o Pppenalx I does give 

the Uli cdteqorv frr each allotment, but Appendix 3 should cover all allotments. 

'41 tnout :nx Infor,"a:Icn The reaaer cannot come to an indevendent conclusion on 

the exlstlno range :ondtt:ons and comoare this with the dlternatlves. Present 

nanagelent Prescrlptlols I" Appendix K for all alternatIveS do not describe What 

that enrdlls for each allutment other ihan -present" and Ofuture" RUN levels or 

wnen and how Ihose ruture AUMs are obtalned. Obvlousl{. the BLM has ccllected 

d great deal of data and we suqqest It be put in hlnderstandable fonls, vlth 

careful explanations and dndlvs1s so this DEIS rlll be the useful docu,,lent intended 

32- As the ;rznd Resource ;jrea 5:a'f Jre or-coabl, wdre. the !nterlor Board 

of Land Appeals has remanded a na!*loer m)f ;r-eJ, 'r ,J:J~ ror reds)eSSi,,ent 1" the 

wilderness inventor: Jnd t.vO ~nlis :.ere vi ICE: :n :4M status Jlrectly. 'he 

remand and reversal acre based ofi tne InadefjuJcY cf 9LIl's assessment co1:mlSs~on 

of procedural errors and suOs:ant:a! dOczentat:Gn rndt the restilts wuld be 

different had ELM conducted a proper lnvenrori. I5LA AoPeal No. 81-648, 72 IBLA 

125 (April 18, 1583). Becaiise a substantldl airedqe 119s wlthln the Grand Reso"rc, 

Area, this decision d111 affect the alternatl;es and proposed management practices 

of the RMP. Thus, 3LM should delineate these cnanqes and schedules sJCh that the 

public Can comment on a comprehensive pian. de recommend a supplement be prepared 

to address these areas, and the otfier omltted or Inadequately addressed issues 

described elsewhere 1" these cormnents. before d flnal EIS 1s prepared. 

P 
b 
0 

32-J We are pgzZ:ed as to wny tne ELM chose the No-Actjon AlternatIve (Alternative 
Secondly, we urge that the aCtIOnS in AlternatIve D be adopted as the 

A) despite the tact that the DE18 states tnat serious problems exist nlth the 
preferred alternative. with the dddltlons of the remanded and reversed areas 

current grarlnq program on the 67 allctments which ~111 not be corrected under A: 
discussed above. This aiternatlve would provide considerable ecoloqlcal and 
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recreational variety I” the 219.Gd3 .icres *pat are riow reddi tar reco%menaation 

and ,n the additlonal areas under remand !nd revers<li. (For rj detalled 

discussIon of these resources. .diues end dt:rlbJtes. please see Appellants 

Statement of Reasons, !3Lk ;,pzeai :;o. 51-648. .,nicn doculnent we hereby incorporate 

by reference.1 

iiildlife 

Unlike other F!.!PiEiSs &e have revle+ied,tnls one appears to give commendably 

high priority to some wildiife Issues. mtever , the UEIS Jpproaches its management 

alternatlves soieiy I" ierms of hdbl:LC ::.I- C~ur oig game unqulates: deer, elk, 

bignorn sneep ano antelooe :5-6; 2-e dno 2-g). :,!e believe xnat this approach 

ignores the 'an, ozi‘er wlldlife resources present :n the area (whlch ar-e onefly 

mentioned on PP. 3-12 and 3-i.:) and szD:racIs irq,n the overall quality of the 

planning effort. 

While e .erfalrliy SuPport eiiof-ts to sustain and encourage the four big game 

spec:es nlentlonfd doove. ,.e belleve that the t'W/OEIS teali needs to examine the 

apparent un:'erlylng dssulnptlons and make 3Pproprldte changes to benetit all wild- 

life. These assumptions are: 

1. Game species are the most economically lrr;portant species for management 

to malntaln and/or Increase in population. 

2. If habltat portectlon and enhancement focuses on big game ungulates, 

the habitat for all other species ~111 be protected and enhanced accordingly. 

3. The primary habitat needs for big game unqulates can be equated to the 

range neeas of domestic livestock. 

These assumptions are made b] imany I" the wlldlife management profession 

but 'we believe that BLM must take a wide perspective to carry out its responsibili- 

ties for multiple use-sustalned yield management. 

32-9 

32-11 

1 

.;- 

Specifically, ne would like to. propose tne follwln?: 

!. ELII should devise and evaluo'.e Jiterndr!re '-tnagepen: praCtlCes on 

especlallj ~'drlel hdbltat Areas. xucn as t*e :!l-ll 'reek urea. ihis 

area c3n:alns an unusuail~/ NIL? 'vdrlety co: uliallfe. je?naos dttrlbutable 

to the pernnnlal >tredm In J 1:j1-':eserr FJny9n. ."ch as nesting water- 

fowl, b?dck bears. 20th open-.>rea >w: ~~oaland rotors. and beaver occur 

tnere Target pracrlce. -~rdr!nq restr~c:~ons dnd 0:~:' closure ,n the 

western portlon should greatI/ en'idnce ..atersled. ,ilidllfe and 

prlmltive recreation values. 

2. The RMP/EIS should evdiuJre r'~)dr~an rjbitat sucn as that along the 

Coloraoo River for additlondl vrotec::on dnd enriJnce,nent. For example, 

the areas just doiv,nstream frog the b!odb bridge '<<here the (dreat blue 

herons nest" and the dress upstrex to Dewey brldqe sustain many small 

mammals and shore ana wdter olrds. 7t.e Jrea db;ve ;nay requlre regular 

patrollIng,erectlon ot barrlers. tind clear marklnqs to limit effectively 

ORVs to exlstinq roads and trails J> venlcies drive down at every 

accessible point now. 

3. BLM should present anaiyses of the PoPuiJtlons of covotes, bears. and 

cougars and whether they are 1" balance with small and large-prey species. 

AddItional management techniclues InaY Include lIvestock herders and dogs, 

and allotment Imanagement Plans that avoid PreddtOr habitat. prnhlbit 

trawl ng. and prohlblt cyanide "CoYote 'letters' or other poison techniques. 

*The packet map is insuff?clently scaled for us to detennlne with certainty whether 
the slough downstream IS public land. 
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Comments by Page Number 

-D- 

12-12 pp.3-5, 1-3, 2-5 and throughout the document -- "vegetative manlpulat‘on" 

and "livestock manipuiation techniques". These terms ai-e vdgue and witilout 

basis In any sclentiflc discloline. ile su9gest deletion ot these terms ":lll use 

of precise techniques or inand9erent. 

32-13 

I ' 

p. S-9. AlternatlJc C -- KecreJtlon i+r,d!d include lesl,lr?,!tl,)n {jr I,, I:#,:- 

.tandlny Natural Area (1,375 ,lires) to te con:lstent .vilth ;tl,lpter :. 

32-14 pp. S-9 and 2-16 -- IUnder Alterpatwe C. .ii:derness recwnenddt~,ns 31-e 

listed as elyht. i?ccordlnq to the ~~lte~n~:~v~ L LIIIC"SI1,‘,ii dnd nopen<:1n '( r"e,-e 

were only seven dress studled for wilderness r!~io,lmen<at:on. 

32-15 p S-11 . Table \-3 -- T?e Alternative D descrIp'lun ot bolis n\,iri,iqem'>ent 

actloris and urlpacts in the secord senrence ,loes nut IIJke sense ",':en LOI'IP~!.CQ <rltll 

the descrl?tlon In AlternatIve C. 

32-16 p. 1-12, :,,hlr S-7 -- llndev AlternJtlve 3. 1: 15 uentwned there <#uuiJ te d 

tlve uercent Increj:e In vefjetdtlon due 'n IIHY LILI~L~C. :i Lillb totdi #r'ce-t or 

an Increase over t'13t applicable :o Alternatwe 1-J 

p. S-l?, i,lb!il >-3 -- '!nder Alternatlde U. :ile rnrrr !,r ilvebtock qrarlng 

see7ls IncOrrect 91ben liter :n,j:~i 8~ t',e 'lui~j~,cnt see I.hdpter 1). 

32-18 p. S-lj -- ill 'lternarl.es, Lui',.?i r'e,<iLirre:. .'veq +'>e known '-emurces 

32 

Wild and Scenic ;Ilver study corridors. We oei:?ve that :~sruprlons suer as IL~~S, 

surface disturbance around drill pads, noise, dnd '~lr~iav ~n:ruswn ?es:rc~; sLe~:1c 

and wilderness qualities. 

i-20 p. S-16. Table S-3 -- linder Alternd:lves ;_ and 3. 'ec.-eatlon. :: 'S >r*relz 

restrlctlons on OllV use "111 aecredse !CR'! oopor~nir:z>. :I) .Ojdltli,n. 't slo,iZ 

state that this action ~111 increase reLreatlirii L,ppzrrwv:;.es +:r Jr‘, lisee 

seeking natural settings or solitude !n scenic !‘ecreat;rr.,~ *reds. :i'ib t!:e en:ri 

which states "Protection of Wild and Scenic v?wer sti3, idrrldiirS iill; E"SliI‘P :rat 

their essential recreational values are dlmlnlsy8ea," 7s ~~:accur-;*e an: Feeds 

modlflcatlon. 

32-21 

1 

p. 5-4, Table 3-1 -- The use of the terws low, ,,'edld,z, and ~lyn 12 desCr‘,oe 

I 
vegetation condltlons should be exp1dY11cd. 

-32-221 p. 3-17 -- The descrlptlnn of cultdrJi resources ,i ;.*"I YI,J JU::C'J!S :C 

I" riie drea (p. !-1‘). :t ‘5 ,8il‘d +I +cllwr V'l,f :,,, jl <n!:Ir.rl: 1,:p.titi to cultural 

resources xould r~cc.r .,pon 1 III? 'i,nr.,+ .t>r ; ~~~1~1':e~r~"r .si:, ,", ‘,<I, ,,S ,,,","Cj, Oil 

dnd qds drlllinq, ,,:,d rind 5~11'1ir:,. r ',Cll .! 11, 1 ~PlhIrnt.,rl rn of I,[' ,.!t,or, 

measures such as r.etrlevdl dnd ‘~oc~I,~P* 1.1, n. "‘et? 1: ) ,1/s I ; 1,s c,t sclenrlflc 

jnformatlon rvhlch ~)ujd posslni; 1.0 r-cfraP#i"l .i'rrl t,:,re "rt.r!ns ,w: '?inQlSUeS. 

19 5. 5-16, i,!ble l-? -- 'rider ;Ito!nl:i,P 1 '- 1; itil'ed rh,it ~1: >,id yds 

'.tlpuljtlons .<ouid or-rivlne (~r'~rec?lc,n r.,r i,i,.llll :re,s. incl\l?lnq .i,e,l, w,t"," 

-Y- 

3 2-24 

2-2: 

iqnore the Information aullable. De:JIl izic~~~: ! he k: 1 .en - ~'-.:l.iln r'i. ,l';n~flcdnce 

p. 1.1” -- ;,,e :eicrlr,:lcn Of 1 ‘r&l‘:: l’.l<i’ ,I, .’ : ., ,i: $ I’ ,.. 1 I-/ cadsea b/ 

;ncreased ORV use iee,'vs ;I) I~'II.J?~ t'ilt .'t' ,I. _ :‘, ,A. ., . ,rf dre not 

sire that the SUIIIIIIJI~ wtlects :'c i;,:e Brj.~ i ",I* , : hn .Lro ..e redi i2e 

the sunmary 15 supposed :G be ji.n"rll. ',,re*r~r " e f'l 1 ., .'~,lili I ,f :'le etfects 

of CRV use 1s not ils c:elr. I" :te 'LII"IIlr,. 

p. l-19 -- :Jnder \pec:.~l "e:i~:nl:i,r~ ;IF*L + ,,,:,' p !ilI, 1 i:r#o !Ilat 

cxplalns there ic, alw d redulrl, 1 I.? r~c~‘e!~:,r'~i ~"‘~~3'e.t 11,11 I, b.r,n,,t be 

x,"~"rlflea I" ter‘lll~ i,t ;L)st inci;,w 'i xl? III/',. 

of prehistoric 2nd hlstorlc :Ites. titt:er i'~n :-A t, ',' 7, :'e i 1rd tit s1:es 

that are found in tne rel'on should oe drscrl:rd 1.1 ii e ye-.,: t,) ,,,e tt,e ,.eader 

in understandlnq of <vh,jt 15 i.~~~n~i,caut if'r'.ii ..m at I, ‘r-5 ,r :‘I:l,t 

2-25 p, -1-2'3 -- xJrliler 1pPcI11l Yi!,, /nltl.lr- ,ri'l>. "c !I,! : rlr' .qc,,I: le odlfied 

TV Incldde "long-term 'oweTln1 I,' the .I" loi 1\ .?I! ;, ~h,-t-'c,~ :,nerlrl. 
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p. 4-32 -- Same comment for page 4-19 IS applicable. 

p. 4-36 -- Economic Impacts Related to Recreation, B-13, B-15. Has BLM inade 

any estimates of the income losses caused by mineral activities? Such estimates 

would provide the reader with a better- understandIn of the economic signifi:ance 

of damaged recreational resources. 

pp. 4-83 and 4-84 -- The comments we nlade earlier concernIn cultural resources 

losses is applicable in this section. Again, even though areas targeted for surface 

disturbance would be inventoried and documented, there 1s still a loss of soientlfic 

information over the long term. In some instances this infom?ation loss could be 

/ significant. 

32-291 ~ The Plate -- The map needs much more detail so the reader can compare it 

f 
CY 
G 

with the figures in the text to find the zreas under dlscusslon. It would be helpful 

to have mayor geographic features and roads at a mlnilrlum. 

Response to Letter 32 from the Natural Pesources defense iouncil, Inc., 
Denver, Colorado, Carolyn R. Johnson, Senior Public Lands Specialist 

32-1 

32-2 

32-3 

32-4 

This proposed RMP and final E&S includes two new subalterratlvos 
which expand the range of the analysis. The reduced livestaci 
grazing subalternative contains a number of new protection ori- 
ented actions. 

Please see the response to Letter 30, comment 8. 

Estimating the effects of the alternatives required the team to 
evaluate the significance of a large number of potential impacts. 
In order to focus the analysis in Chapter 4 of the "raft RYPI;IS, 
the discussion of imoacts was generally limited to those that 
would be significant. In some instances, however, insianificart 
impacts are included in the narrative to show that they were 
considered in the analysis. 

Maintaining the entire GRA as open to mineral location would csn- 
tinue the oresent situation. As documented in the Impact assess- 
ment on page 4-12 of the draft, future mining activity is expected 
to disturb 30 addItiona acres per year. The cumulative impact 
of this activity (given the continued protection of habitat 
for threatened or endangered species as a standard operating 
procedure) upon wildlife from a species standpoint would be lr- 
significant, as this activity would be widely scattered over a 
large qeographical area and occur in a variety of habitat types. 
The habitat of individual animals would be disturbed. It is riot 
possible to predict the cumulative impact of mining upon wild- 
life, as these impacts vary qreatly from case to case. Xineral 
development under 43 CFR 3809 requlations will be managed to 
prevent undue or unnecessary degradation. 

Alternative 0, which is oriented toward protection and enhance- 
ment of natural values, includes actions that would minimize 
erosion and protect critical erosion areas and major washes. 
Minimizing erosion was less of a priority in Alternative i, 
which represents a balaneinq of conflicts between renewable 
and nonrenewable resources. As expected, watershed related 
economic benefits would be greatest under Alternative 1. 

Increased erosion would lead to a decrease or loss of soil 
productivity, whicn is not quantifiable at this time, k outlined 
in the analysis of economic imDaCt. 

Existinq soil productivity values were discussed and quantiflrrl 
on paqes 3-27, and 1-28 of the draft. Current state of tne art 
in erosion modeling does not accurately quantifv changes in r3roa- 



Response to Letter 32, continued 

32-4 
cont'd. 

32-5 

32-6 

32-7 

32-8 

32-9 

32-10 

land soil productivity. It was therefore impossible to quantify 
market and nonmarket value losses from changes in soil pro- 
ductivity (see page 4-52 of the draft). Changes in soil produc- 
tivity were qualitatively discussed in Chapter 4 of the draft. 

ORV limitation focused on areas of critical watershed concern and 
values; as noted, these do not correspond to areas of high use. 

The two new subalternatives included in this oroposed RMP and 
final EIS expand the range of alternatives under consideration for 
livestock grazing. The elimination of livestock orazing from indi- 
vidual allotments was considered on a case-by-case basis to pro- 
tect sensitive resource values during the development of the 
RMP/EIS. 

Data on erosion rates by allotment have been gathered only for 
those allotments that have livestock grazing conflicts. 

The ecological condition ratings used have been added to clarifv 
the definition of this term under the Glossary portion in ihap- 
ter 3 this document. 

Existing ecoloqical conditions for each allotment are shown in 
Appendix I of the draft. Specific, detailed vegetation and 
soils data pertaining to present or actual production for each 
grazing allotment are available for public review in the GRA 
office. SCS stockinq guides showing potential production are 
not available in Utah. 

Pages 3-7 and 3-8 of the draft discuss the meaning of present 
manaqrment for all allotments. 

Please see response to Letter 38 from the State of i!tah (conment 

7). 

Please see the wilderness section in Chapter 1 of tnis proposed 
RMP and final EIS. 

An additional manaqement approach for that portion of the Yill 
Creek drainage within the Moab municipal watershed is analyzed 
in the Reduced Livestock Grazinq subalternative in Chapter 3 of 
this proposed RMP and final EIS. 

Additional manaqement actions that would improve rioarian nabitat 
are also analyzed as part of the Reduced Livestock Grazing subalter- 
native. The lands downstream from the Moab bridqe and uostrean 
from Dewey Bridge are not public land. 

Response to Letter 32, continued 

32-11 

32-12 

32-13 

32-14 

32-15 

32-16 

32-17 

32-18 

32-19 

32-20 

32-21 

The UDWR is responsible for managing the species mentioned. ELM 
has resoonsibility only for habitat management. 

The terms "vegetation manipulation" and "livestock manipulation 
techniqugs" have been added to the Glossary section of Chapter 3 
of this proposed RMP and final EIS. 

Under Alternative D, the Neqro Bill Canyon WSA would be recommended 
as suitable for wilderness desiqnation. 

The eighth area, UT-060-116/117, Black Ridge Canyons West, is 
being studied by the Grand Junction DisJrict and is listed separ- 
ately in Appendix U. 

This error is corrected in Chapter 3 of the proposed RMP and final 
EIS. 

This would be percent increase of ground cover in relation to 
the present situation. 

B, C, and D on page S-13 of the draft have all been revised to be 
consistent. The revised summary is reprinted in the proposed RMP 
and final EIS. 

The mitiqation measures described on pages 2-64 and 3-17 of the 
Draft RMP/EIS are desiqned to reduce imnacts to cultural re- 
sources. In the vast majority of cases, projects avoid cul- 
tural resource sites completely. Where salvaqe excavations 
are unavoidable, some information may he lost due to tne limita- 
tions of current techniques. 

Roads, drill pads, and other surface-disturbinq actions can al- 
ter scenic and recreational values. Strinqent stipulations can 
mitigate or eliminate the potential adverse effects. For example, 
some leases have time-restrictive stipulations that prohibit 
activity durinq wildlife breeding seasons or summer tourist 
seasons. 

The word "not" has been added to Alternatives C and !I in the 
Summary of Manaqement Actions and Imoacts, which is revised and 
reprinted in this proposed RMP and final tIS. 

See the Glossary oortion in Chanter 1 nf this dncumsxnt for 
an explanation of ecoloqical condition ratinss. 



Response to Letter 32, concluded 

32-22 

32-23 

32-24 

32-25 

32-26 

32-27 

32-28 

32-29 

The types of cultural resources found within the GRA are briefly 
described on page 3-17 of the Draft RMP/EIS. Cultural Resources 
are not discussed in detail for reasons explained in the response 
to Letter 1, comment 1. Further information is available in 
the form of publisned literature. The Utah BLM oublication, A 
Cultural Resource Summary of the East Central Portion of the noab 
District, 1980, Cultural Resource Series No.10 (BLI1, 19811, con- 
tains additional information about this subject as well as 
numerous references. 

ORV related impacts are discussed in the Summary for the NO Action 
alternative under both the Soils section on page S-11 and the 
Vegetation section on page S-12 of the draft document. 

BLM recoqnizes that additional non-economic values such as rec- 
reational enjoyment may be involved in such cases. These values 

are difficult to quantify. 

The economic impact analysis was confined to describing and 
quantifying local economic impacts. 

Data gaps and the limitations of existing economic techniques 
are troublesome, particularly in estimating recreation related 
local economic impacts from mineral activities. The analysis 
of economic impacts on recreation, therefore, consisted of 
identifying and discussinq management actions that could affect 
those recreational resources identified in Chapter 3 of the 
draft as beinq the most imoortant to the local economy. 

The text of the proposed RMP and final EIS has been changed as 
suggested. 

Please see 32-24 above. 

As discussed on page 4-20 of the Draft RMP/EIS, the relationship 
of visitation by activitv tvpe to local sales, income, and em- 
nloyment can be auantified; however, quantifyino the relationshio 
between management actions and visitation to the GRA has not 
been possible for most actlvlties. 

Please see 32-18 above. 

Additional details are shown on the maps in this proposed RMP and 
final EIS. 

LETTER 33 

James Catlin 
736 S. ,IcClelland St. 
Salt Lake City, 3tah 
d41112 

12 dune 1933 

?ete ihrlstensen 
Grana Resource rirea iianager 
P.0. dox 370 
.'~oab, Jtah 84532 

gear 1'Ir. Christensen, 

Please consider these comments on the Graft Environmental impact 

Statement for tne proposed Grand Resource ,'ianagement Plan. We 
would Ilke to thank you and your staff for taking extra time to 
explain <many of your resource programs. They were extremely 
helpful in explalnlng the informatlon and helping with photo 
copies. 

The strengtn of a land use plan comes from several sources. 

rirst the lnformatlon used ln the plan needs to adequately 
estimate tne factors affecting important resources. Statistical 

analysis can test the accuracy of the data base. The next 
strengtn of a good land use plan is derived from strong Openly 
develooeo decision crlterla. These criteria developed with each 
affected interest group form a mutually understood platform. 
Lastiy the aevelapment of alternatlves using ooJective evidence 
and unbiased analysis till1 develop consistent results. The 

strengtn of tne elan relies on those wno ~111 be [managed 
unaersranolng and responding to each component as lt 1s 

developed. 

Some areas 1n the plan do contain strong elements of a good plan. 

tlnfortunatel$ some of the most important issues (leasing, ORV, 
grazing, nCtC, and wilderness, for example) nave serious flaws. 
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The dran chapter of :he -terra ilbb offers these comments on many 

of :ne Issues. ;n the recenr pds~. cne Lhapter sent SpeClflC 

:O"Te"ts on ine :uiloerness rev2eri. Those 31-e 31~0 Included here 

ana ie request that They be aooresse; in zhe urlft FIS. 

Please sena us any lniormatlon concerning ~:eciilcns and pualic 
cj;n;nent oerlods on resource nanaqe,nenr :n your Aesource tirea. 

sincerely, 

'd";ames Cdtl in 

~upl1c Lands ioord1nator, 
"tan Lnaprer 'of the jlerra c. iub 

33- 

urdnil 2esource -red 
r'lznn1n9 .ssues 

‘nrou4nout The .rliderness review ano other resource management 
pFCsF?'fiS the 51err3 Clue nas r?isea Issues dhlcn need 
iC"S:deFltlC". Several 3T tnose Issues r31sed are conslderccl 7n 
the ardft i,P but ,nany jr-e not. :~nce t?e Rertjer with :is, 
idd1tlOnal :ssu?s now ne?a ConSlderitlon. 

.ssiles rd!sed 1" .irlIln$ LC tne >L : 

. any pi the 1 a 

3aoe I" separate i 

envlronmenral and 
CCdi) ana otner :i 
!2e'/eloomeni; 3na 
regional ~u'oa"cs 
to me 7aae In tne 
zu,3lnisrratwe ~0 

jor ldna use zeclsicns for i)uDllc lands are 

Ca9niented L)iins N?ih ilrtle cwprenens,ve 
y515. hose incluG:e ieaslng of cl1 ana jas, 
nerals; ;i~iderness sruay; u tlliry ~rans11551on 
he nuclear ;,asre dune. .:nlle national ano 
1s n2eoeo.. tne najur oollcles on lana use neea 
r( 2 ano not res~ra~neo oy tragmented aux~ilary 
1c1es. I ,, 

..nlle nenrisn is aaae ic most of LIlese within Ihe plan, tne 
zc;ual lane use ~oeclslons are occurring I" other oocuments. 
Leaslnq for 311 ana gas nas no plan wnlch conslaers leaslng need 
31: 2CC"OnllC rerurn to tne ouol~c. ioal leasIng 15 covered In a 
re'i13nal c.S. dllaerness study IS coverea by a state tiS and the 
~dl~oern?ss FecommenaatldnS ;tere lade or~or to this h,,P belnq 
:1rcuIarea. stlllty faclllty oevelopnenr nas Generally been 
?FOC2SSCi3 ',lth ?nv1r3n~~?enral analjsli reports on lnaivlduai 
33piicjti:ns. m nlle the 51te of rhe nuclear waste dump now 
s~~asrte3 3y lscal jovernmenr ano rhe jecrerary of the !nterior 
15 'n me 2~" liuan Kesaurce ,-rea, ##any of its sul;lport faclllries 
~ouio :r355 r.ne erano 4ii. fi large nwoer of the icnpacts from 
ZllS +aClilty iOUio OCCUr In tne brand nn. 

Fnese 1613r actions need to oe conslderea in the elan. jeoerate 
aeclslfin 12cli,:.ents fall TV aaequarely aaaress conflicts. 

33-2 2. 
I 

,nder cr2sent fcrecasrs for >L mandqement resources, can tne 
JL ,nana,e nlliirness Ianas Linoer the nonw,lderness alternatlve? 
An drldl;SlS ?n3 zuollsneti results of tne ouaget ana staff !evels 
dvdli:oie :re ~eeoeo. -ar example, ~rotect13n ot iensltlve 
resourc2s y naer -d,or ,-lner3l ;eVelL:p;i,enl requires added 
resource5 3na [hl> 81ana,e:'enr neea snould oe sxpidlnea. 

33-3 3’ I 
dndt IS the ro;lonal Sb;pl,' t3r Jroducts ana Services that 

can only 36 5d9pllea 0, nonwlltierness ceslgnarlon! lJin puol1c 
lanas. orner rrcerdl Ianas, Iocdi .overn?,ent lanob, 2nd prlvdte 

Ianas, nnnc r2sc"rces ire drdlldble! . n SOlIe alt2rnatlves. :he 
-L. offers pOrtli"S .;f rzil.l~Ss Jreas f3r sale hltlotit evdluatlng 
tne 301lli, :of sttler 13n:S CO #deet cne sldted neea. 

1.i 

. 



Sierra Club Comments. <;rana 2; R ? 

jlrern~te reso~rc?s cotn cn ?nc sif ouoilc i,lnos c.~n be 

:q2 ,axe ona use? 3ny tur me*+ resc"rc‘?s 13ve i-caa 1 I y 
aValla31?3 SuOSiltUt~S, Sac" as rerti11zer rrc7 s')IJrces ar.ner :nnn 

potasn. >tlll Other llnerals f?Ce d aecilnlng iu:ure demana, 
sucn 25 Ur-3!llirrn. Conservarlon of tnrrqy !nciualwz recycling Of 

71arerl3ls neeas to oe conslaereo for meerlng future neeas. 

33-5 3. 

1~ 

Jn 3 map ‘where nave vegeratlcn manlptiiatlon from cnenlcaii, 

fire, jr ,?achlnes JCCurrec! %gdln on a 'Tap, .,n~cn 3reas now nave 
VKY dse aeslgnarlonsl 

334 5. .n areas recommenaed co oe aropoed from Hllderness 
deslqnatlcn, ~nar ,wllderness valties ano Special ieatirres are 
present? 

.dhat areas ire now leased! ,-Or leases ot ~lnerals, what 

speclilc orotec~ion stipui3tlons are now III place! 

&flat 3reas are now clzimea for locataole minerals? ,inat 
rlnlny plans ire in effect anc whar special cevelopmenr 
;tl>ulatlons are In place! 

33. 

33- 

Since these Issues ,vere raised several mimes I" writing to the 

JL .) dr request an explana~lon as to wny tney were not being 
conslderea in tne R,,P. 

The regerzl Lana Po11cy anagemenr. nct requires several Issues be 

:ollsIcPrec. ,nese Issues 3lso appear noI to nave oeen aaequately 
consldereo ano given prlorlty as congress ha5 directed: 

.ss;e 1; The net value of archaeological sites nas ana ~111 ada 
to our unaerstanalng of *mer?ca oefore me turopeans arrived. 
these resources are oe,ng aestroyed oath accidentally and 
dellberatelj. he desrructlan of some of nmeF1Ca'S mOSt 
ilnportiflt wlldllfe na~ltats 1s accelerating. Increased motorize0 
recreation 1s causing oorh primary and seconoary Impacts to 
lmporrant :rIlollfe species, plant csmmunlzles, an0 water 
resources. Grazing conrlnues to aamage lnportant natural 
resources. .mporranc relic natural communltles face malor 
aisturo3nces. ,lsual, SclentlfIc, and rectearlonal opportunities 
are oeing aegraaeu, and in sOme cases iost. 

,Ssue L) Commercial operators on puollc lands are marinq profits 
from puol~c lane resources at a cast less than tnat ofterea by 
non-puDilC lands. Leases and permits are oelng YrdnteO, and 
management prolects canoucced to suosldlze permit ana lease 
nolaers. 

1.d 

33-11 

33-l 

Sierra Club Comments. ;rdna ?A RI P 

Issue:l ; h e :L. nas not required dlilgenr :evelqpmenc pi coal 
ieases and snoula revode LnOSe leases. ~*iies ;ilouia nor ;e 
exrenaed unless alli$enc deveiopmenr ;s oc.currln? ,anu tne lease 
fee 1s a comperitlve pr,ce. 

issue 4) ihe oL.. is not cirectly ,non~ror:n~ TII+ proauct:3n of 

resources on jkollc lanas. Oil ano ,~as croouctlon inror7idrlzn 1s 
monlIoreo oy the permlrtee not the agency. ,,recr aonlrorl", oy 
the agency 1s neeaed. 

,.o obJectlve nata or aocumencation exist on the rorage 

conaltlon of tne range an0 currenr animal use. L;ec1s1ons 3" 
graz,ng management are r-ade without aoequare oojeccive analysts 
of long-term range can~l~lsn. 

33-14 G D) Gradual changes in anlmal and plant populations are nor 

dnown ano are not pt-Ooeriy assessed ac The oresent time. #he 

I lnpacrs of management ac~1ons on tnese popu\at,ons need to oe 
predicted. 

Issue i) it 1s the present policy of this aamlnlstration to sell 
as ,,:ucn puolic land as posslole ior less man marKer prices. 
This plan to Sell puolic acreage clearly violates tne Intent of 
Congress. 

33-l 

33- 1 

33-l 

33-l 

:ssue 3) it is sell ;tnown that an excessive numoer of ccal, ?ll, 
ano jas leases have oeen Issuea on feoeral lanas. the eifecc nas 
oeen to renaer Imoractlcal [he rulrlole use of resources. 
Excessive leasIn nas ,naoe lnlneral exploltatlon the aom,nanT, 
single Lise on most -L,. lanes. 

,ssue 3) ;o grearer 'xasce for no net benefit to ine puoilc is 
possiole on jL., lanas tnan off-rosa venlcle use. rlternare 
recrearion methoas are restricted oy Oi?V uses. tilldllfe 
populdtlons and haolrats are degraded. Grazlnij ooerarors see 
Increase0 aamage 10 the range dna srazlng facilltles. ;he 
probleln grows, ano jet tne 6L.. has not actea as nanaateo co 
protect DL.! lanas. 

.ssue IV) lneral entries threaten Important arcnaeolo~lcal 

slies, ?naancered and threatenea species na3ltaL. ,orlngs and 
lmporranr neater courses, slgniflcant recrearlsn 3reas. lfioortant 
visual resources. etc. ihe l"aJOrlCy Of IiilnlllG ild 

i 
7 - 

the necessary requirements to De deemea valid. 
nor currently evaluatea aaequdtely, an0 zaaltlcat 

lms do not meet 
nlnq alans are 
3"s are not 

issue II) ?ubllC lands Jre 1nCreaSlngly selny CT1 

iiililrles and roads cdus1n9 maJar 1mpdCtS t;) dll 
JL' nas J~lotieo iltllity gevelop,iuent .dIthouc m~clno 
urlllty carrldors in Lhe "r-and rt~, tnui exaceroac 

I.3 

S-CrOSSed oy 

.ina users. #he 
oesignatlsns of 
"9 in15 
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33-20 __ ZiUJ -2: he ?ermltted graz19q ij~e 11 3any ~3828 exc2eos tne 

cirrylnq cacaclty 3f tne i3na. 

/ 
iSS"2 i;j St lpulatlo"s conmo"ly f5u71a ," nineriri rrulordtlo" 

;er71ts ino special llse perr,l,:s :llc4 ,,i;rn ~o"f?~ctl"~ 
dC:lvltl2S Al:, few reoulrelenrs i3r reci3,iidtl:n. ne cnc1ce of 

j~l~Jl3tlS~S is lnaaequ~;?l/ L"Y?r-Pa -‘I, me 11110 ,,je plan. 

33-21 m i-l) The secretary Of :!le . nrer,or d2Cld20 not LO ccrlslaer 

3ress iess :"a" 5,jiiU lcres tar ,V llderness ccnsia?rat,on. ,L / 

~alscrlcts in Jtner oreas nave re,nst?rea Shose jreas JdCk InLO 
:ne wlloerness re‘ilew. ;he cai) ;,sir1ct "as nnt JS"2 tn1s on 

-sit >Pl-l"Z: Lonyo". .?o explilnatlon ,138 beet) liaa2 an :~ndt the 
5, "as recomm2naea. Ihls d~ea "eeos i.3 me remns~aerea in the 
.i11aerness rev,ew. 

33-22 m ,jj ihe -L,, needs to c~ns~ae~ I" the plan for dllaerneSS 

,eslqndtl;n me areas remdnaea 3y tne ,;L,. for turtner wilderness 

inventory. 

33-23 D 13, Tne 3L., has allowea federal funds to ue used for tne 

ic"s5"al oene~lt of grazing operators and memoers of tne ~~rarlng 
-J"lssrj L3U"Cli. 

33-24 

33-25 

PLAMIliG CRITERIA. GOALS, ~180 ObJECTiLES 
~12rra Cl40 <omments. urana iti K,? 

The s2lecr1on of .3n dlterndtlve IS gu~ceg ry tne ?iJ""l"g 
crlterl3. :3#ne 9f tie crlterl? )n rn2 -f.~ (Ir3~: :"vlro"mental 
;rnpacc jtate-.e"ri thelp :" th!s zrocess. ~~alor,:‘i d,i these 
cr3tsr1d crier ~0 aia 'n develcclng dltcrlrti/ts -r in the 
selection 3f i"e oes1 dlter"3clie. 

3onfds,on Jopears I" ihe us? ',f rhe :er 6 .J'lS, :,j~cr:ves, d"d 
crlrer7a. -he ala" uses :h+l ~n:.=rrlan~~?;~i;. -.n 334r I--, for 
sx3r;ole. ;ne cojecLlv? f3r critical ndIrf-Jleos s:115s, "sJr-race 
dlsturoance 7:usr 3~ near :o a $ilnl,iiu71." -nat :c:u~ll,v 1s 3 goal. 
JoJecrives are -ore rl;ntIy ~ei;neo 21" :nclii32 s3t'ilf1c 
zeasurabl? ~jur~ur or 3c";eve'ye"rs in a*:lrea :17e cer,oas. ." 
us~nq qodls I" tne 313~2 of uojec:lves, :"s ,L :);if.s cne 31an's 
ability to prevent envlronmenrdi lmpacrs !no r-esolre conrl:crlng 
actlons. 

Threshold 12v2lS a"0 resource capacltlei "eeo c3 3e eStdDllSne0 

for eat" vna,Jor "arural value. Ih2S2 leV2lS sno i2paCltleS tnen 
need 11) for17 me cr-1:erla Nneasureme"ts xc Select 2iternarl’/es. 
Scme of these cnresholas are lnalrectly rrterenceil DUZ nor oiacea 
in tne crlterl3. ,he "E.S refers to eroIlcnS idcrors dno idit 
proaucrlon levels. for example. lnese levris can 3e use0 3s 
thresnola levels I" tne crfterla. 

13st1:t, :he crater13 and objectlves outlinea I" me plan ijll to 
jblde me iorn3tlon ;f 3lternarlves ?na the selecrlon Jf the [most 
oeneiiclal dlt2rndtlve. ,.gal" using the rxainple 3" crltlcal 
.,aters"eos. the JL stated, 'surt3ce alsturoance ilust be kept to 
a zlnlnlumun. riqure ~-i on page l-3 descrloes ,all"e ~011s khicn 
present tne ;>ost jiiioorta"t 
21ver. 

impact to sallnlty on the Coloraao 
~11 pi tne area IS open to 011 and gas leasing, one of 

the most surface ulsturolng actlvltles. ore than "lne-tenths of 
the saline SolI lrrd "as no s‘peclflc soil protectlo" 
Stlpuldtlons. ; ne remaJ"aer ,lf the saline so11 area llmlt 
SurfZce dctlvlty 10 part of the year (caraqory 2 stipulaltons). 
;"aaequdt? srov1s1s" 1s ,naoe for eros,o" control, reclamation 
reaulremenci, jr venlcle use. one exploration rodas are ,nade 
Jerrldnenr. 

-he preferrea ilt?rnarlve allows uses wnlch conflict with the 

jodi or JDJeCtlve in :hls case. tine examoie of tnls IS tne 
preiered diternatlve 3ilods the ournlna tif sageorus" (for alleged 
range r~~prove~enri I" crltlcal watersheos wit" ilaJor eros.10" 
proo lrrns irnoval at veqetatlo" will increase ?ros,o" I" those 
3reJs. :n SOale cases this burnlnq (dlsjulSeo 3s tiflre 
.a a" a j em e n t " ; .illI occur In 3re3s dnoer k7laerness study. 

?.i 
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,",S is "Jr. !" ~d"Ci7'TlC" '>ccdrrence. -3s Khe resource 3l-?65 1re 

Giic,sse2, :any 2: :n* 3reierreo ii:erna:l-r decisions conflict 
'dlKn LO2 PUOllSneO CT1TZTld, goals, 3"" JOjfCilYt?S. 

33-26 he , tan Cndo~er requests thli rie plannln; ;cais, objectIves, 

2°C cr:ter,a lrlCll;d? tne f;llo,l1nq: 

;rl-,?c;l .,atersneo: 
.lua/ 

lx "eveioo sa11nlt:i ino s23lcentitlcn monitoring to 
quanlra:lveiy nedsrire :ne effect Gf -ianagemenr. on watrr 
CiUdllty. 
* 9eslgnaKe areas 83SnlflcanIl] iontrlouting to 
sedinenrat:sn ano s211n1ty of me L;llorado 6s areas Of 
crlilcai envlrocmenral concern. 
* Esr3ol1sn sal:nlt:/ and sadl?entaLion Thresnold leveis and 
a plalnlng per-loo water quaiitl level 'iinlch ~111 oe 
!mOnlt3rea. 

Gojecr;vz 
.+ithin One year segln ;nonltcrlng ine seolmentation ana 
sal:ne le,/els in the Colorado and oreen Rivers at locations 
at in? elrry tne rovers i?to the KH, :mmealately befare the 
ccnflbsnce 3f the MO rovers, ano arter tne entrance sf each 
aajor s!de oralnape. ;on1y one monitoring po,nr now 
eX1Sii.j 

Segln so11 seaimencatian ano salinlry erosIon trend analysis 

j~vlng fiie year cnanges in 8311 oegradatatlon. 

-r1ter1a /I 
Areas contalnlng nighly saline soils or highly erodaole 
solis contrlourlng to water quality degradation in tne 
ioloraoo iiiver be managed to reauce sediment and salts co a 
tnrnsnold level. (his program be j~ven priority over otner 
prograins. 

!n these critical watershed areas, nlflerai expioratlon ano 
deveiop,nent Jctivlties have stlpulatlons dnlch limit 7uolic 
J?i use to i~lalntaifled roads, allow no rosa c~nstructlon in 
major wdsnes or on slopes steeper than 3.. 3nd require 
closure 3na reclamation of exploration and Jeveiopmenr 

tive 

facilities including roaas. 

lneral exploration access be excluded from sensi 

sortace .qater courses. 

2. i1vestoclt brszln; 

Sierra Clu.0 Commenrs. Lrane; PA ti.P 

Loenilfy !na?cator ani,nal 3nd plant sil?cles .inlcn Jre 
senslrive co grazing. :Fhese ipec:es .n,b,~il; not se I~.lit?d 

to .iiajot ;aTie species or plants four13 r3vor~d oy cccest1c 

sto:;(. 

ieveiap rhresnold levels measuring me quanrlt;r ano quality 
of ~na~caror species for eacn srazing area. 

Oeveiop range condition trends on israge, ~iilter quality ano 

quanr1t/, vjlldlife diverslry and lopulatlons, JAY use, itc. 
[Range Erenos are pot now nnown., 

UbJectiveiy monitor acrual‘grazln? 4se 3i pUOllC lands Dy 

wild ana oomesL,c animals. [Curreticly, tne 3L does not 
perform first nana inventories of actual ilomestlc grazing 

use. jse 1s now eased uoon forms voluntarily suomltted by 
perTxltt.ees. These forms usudily reiiect me numoer of AU s 

the permlttee has purchased. Actual ise may nor follow me 
per,nltteo period Or permItted numDer.1 

Crireria 
Remove grazing use from critlcal saline watersheds, from 

fraolle riparlan zones, 
haortat, 

from endangerea plant species 
and ourlog lmoorcant periods trom cr11lcal winter 

range for game and nonQame wlldllie. 

Reduce grazing use in allotments dnere *llJllfe populdtlon 

levels reach tne threshoid level or .gnen ine forage trena 15 

downwara. demove i)r reduce grazing tro~n Dreeding grounds, 
nesrlng areas, ano crltlcdl wlldllfe habltat. In the case 

of olgnorn sheep, this means removing grazing from their 
haoltat. 

Limit range Improvements jvegeratlon changes and water 

development) to areas dhere the costs clearly are less than 
benefits, ;,nere no quantlflable increase ,n sallnlty or 
sealmentation ~111 occur, where wllallfe range and 

populations are nor affected, and ather pldnnlng goals are 
first iiet. Kange linprovements fundx by puol~c money should 

be glv?n 8 ?rlor~ty lower than protection for watersned, 
wlldl:fe, xllderness, riparlan uabltat. ano areas of 

critical ~nvlronmental concern. 

Reduce grarlr,g from ureas where tne oeneflts sf salinity 
reductluns outwelgn tne oeneilts froln grazing. 

3. Zllollfe i3n1t3t 
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I 
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joal 
Lles1untte ‘ilD!ta’.s toi :"reate"ea and endancer!,: ! I~F: 
spec,es 2°C s3ecies ;e,"o cons13erea ;J ce >a"ea LS the l&E 
:18t 25 3re35 ,f crl:lcai env~ronmrnr~i concern. 

Fieodce ;,licllie :cnTllcts .iItn iiater resources :nrgu;n 

dllc~ea ~rizlng level 3na oerlccl, fenclnq, 3"G offer1nq 
alternate ,vdter suppl1cs. 

jff-rod0 ienicie ,:se 2no 
The oiannln 

a"dgeTf?"t 
1 cr,1er,a neea to Inor? clsariy separate recreation 

venlcle lise 151qnr ieelng, nuntlng, etc.; from per'nirtea use 
(g'az?ng, ~Jlnlng, 011 i oas, etc.;. r'ernltted venlcie "se 15 
managea under me specli;c language of the permit. r'ermlttees 
Jften conruse puol~c use resrr~cr~ons .unlch Uo not actually 
affect pernlttsa use. 

The Jtan Lhaprer requests that tne followlng,uRti use deslnatlon 
crlierla be ?isec: 

**Ll'Js~a-* Closed aeslgnatlons ~111 be mdoe on areas wnere 
- 

slcnlrlcanr icnpacts from venclle use nave sr *Ill sccur, 
deslgndrea illaerness dreds, aes>gnated prlmltlve or natural 
areas, reilc blolsYlcal communities, endangered and 
tnreatenecl species naoltar, drcnaeologlcal iltes, areas 
wnere URV use NOU~C Impact lmoortant nonmotorlzed 
recreation, xreds .,nlch nave no existing vrnlcle aay5 .inlch 
woulu be l~pacted ay dJF(~ u5e, rlparlan habltdt anO water 
rescdrces, jreaS .vnere the ,L, lacks the oUdget t0 manage 
,kV use, dna AllJllie ndoltat Uur~ng crltlcal seasons. 

**Li,",tea** Llmlted deslgnatlons should OCCUr On lanes 
unaerderness stiiay, areas of crltlcal environmental 
concern, lana lmportanr for domestic ano 'wlldllfe range, 
lanos .vnere sustaIned Use of tne exlstlng venlcle ways will 

not cause Impacts to the adJacent lands, the traVelleo way, 
llvestock -1 wlidllfe populations, and other nonmotorlzed 
uses. Speclflc ways open for use to iiRks wltnln areas 
desIgnatea a5 llmlted snould be deslgndteU 2nd maP5 proouced 
wnlch are dvallable to the public. dlthln llnltea areas, 
the days aeslgneo for Use snould oe only those needed for 

recreation use, wnlch don't prevent canfllits to Otner 
resources (ior example, GK\i Use Increases arcnaeoloqlcal 

site Uestructlon), ano can ne manayed f3r resource 
protection. 

*+l)pen*T open aeslqnations are 3ilokeU on lanas which have 
proven oy d recoraea comorenenslv? 3nalysls to oe dale to 
5ustaln general drea off-raaa venlcle use Unaer tne worst 
case 'use estimates. ihe analysis neeas to conslaer 

2.4 

thr?sPC)lJ ‘?vrls :?r scenic audili~~s. 5oli c31a1t10n, 

for32e cro3ucIt:n. #lIdlife 4 IIYYst3c< 3JDu/it13", 2"ll 
cccfl ~;:;n, uses. ~reds laentli~e~ ror c;orn ,,fiy tise snould 
be icli io ;e lntonswely ?andoeu :o non~tor Ina control the 
'GftI tiS'. :% nlnlmiuin 3f treds 5noulU be desl5narea open zo 
neet :ne ilmlted Uemdnd for 4eneral 3r-ed u*i recreaclon. 

c 
3. Cultural ;esources 
,he ;L otfers r.o specific In'dentory nor qanaqement 2ol1cy for 
arcnaeoiog~cdl site gracecrlon. .snlle '231i L ~a5 srlpulatlsls 
pr0n101t dccess roaas from ;rosslng d site until :t 15 
Inventorlea, 10 prctect1on 1s qlven ircn~ the ~mpdcts of 
pernltrees any <Rv users. ,ne Ltiapter reUiiest5 t!le following 
planning crlterla oe usea: 

Conauct a comprenens1~ie xa Inventory ot 3rcnaeoioglcfi: sites 

in tne iii. (Lbrreltly d i'o survey nas oeen conaucteo on 
part ai :ne r?A. j 

Designate areas navlng ilte densltles of ;J sr more ;er 

secrlon ds 3reas dt crltlcdl envlronmencal concern. anage 
these deslgnatea ar-ejs :3 rostrlct <enlcles away from sites, 
to lntenil~ely Inventory arcnaeologlc reso~lrces, :n* i3 
prevent tneft, !Iestruct!sn, :r aegradatlon ,f the5e cultural 
values. 

0. Lanas tictlons 
Plannln~ Lrlterla 

Ldnas avdllaole for 3cquisltlsn: 10L izni~cerea ,n >lan) 
l nonpUol~c lanai ~nlcn are crltlcai f3r cr,e Tanaoement ano 
protecrlsn of natural idlues Jn aU;aCent ;~bllC iands 
l nonpuol~c ldnas iltnll oeslgnatea niIdern+ss Jrea5 
*lanos that uould ~nprove tne :8lanag':ent 3i uuol~c lands. 

Lands avallaole for sole or excnan?e. 
tacn of the following cr,lterla rueeus io oe .et: 

*land5 wnlcn do not posS?sS present Or f,tLr+ ,valuaole 
natural. scenic, hlstorlc. economic purocse. 
*lanas because of locarlon or cnaracterl5tlc is difficult 
ana uneconomic to manaqe as part of the otioilc lands and IS 
not 5ultdble for management oy anotner -eaer3l dgency, 
*Ianas snose alsposal serves a docblxen~ea llo3rtjnt pUollc 
ob]ectlve 1" the local jovernment Idn3 nanadrment plan ,+n~ch 
can not oe achlevea oy iny ether ilternacli?. Ihe puollc 
obJectlve ,nust outweljn ali the oenetlrs indt COUIO oe 

redlizeo in retalnlnq tnose lands. 

2.5 
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'Lana8 rn,cn lave ~uallil~o for alscosai ,iluSt first be 
ccJ"j!~,er~3 f3T excnanhe jr o~.her nonouoilc iands wnlch meet 
:he nccuis,C!3n cri:?r!a. 
*L:"os nao2 avdlld31e i3r s31e .vhlcn nave 72~ the above 
cr1ter13 :e s'310 f3r 731' -!ar<er pr,ce. 

r( na;3r-,cy CJr lanes offer?a for sale in me proposeo plan 
f311 :ii '2.2: tnese ir1 terI a; 

7. -t111ty i;rr1llors 
Lrlterld 

,tllliy facllltles oe lllilrea ta deslqnatea corridors (none 
are eeslJnar.20 In me 2.; at the qresenc time). 

'>esi~nar:on of a urlllty corrlaor ;r rlgnt-of-*ay only Occur 
throuyn a plan amenoment or revision. 

To n1nl-nlze environmental ~mpacrs and reauce the numoer of 
r1gnts-of-day, common rlgnts-or-way snoula oe requirea to 
the exrenc practical. 

iacn rlgnt-of-way or permit of access shall require remova 

Of f?.c1:1~12s and reclamation after rhe oernnlt purpose nas 
enoed. -ne permlttee snould be responslole for the contra 1 
of 3k\is to prevent ljRV use in sens1tlve areas. 

A. ,tlnerals: 

Leasable ,,:inerals Planning Crlzerla: 
* L1n1tea 12aslnq to sniy tnsse lanai ;+nlch ran adequately 
be proven i3 nave d11,gent exploration an3 development 
wlthln zhe lease perJOd. 
* txtena only leases vrnlch are oiligently oroouc1nq a 
commerc1slly comoetitlve mineral commoalry. 
* Hequ1re fair 3arKer comperltlve prlcinq on all leases. 
+ liequire exploration to occur wltnln two years of lease 
issuance. 
* Revonr leases sola for imore tnan the lease fee. 
* !;ot nore than iv% of the Gn should be avallable for lease 
aoove the amount of land expected to oe o1llgently exptorea 
and aevelopea I" the lease perioa. 

Lease stlpulatlons are aescrlbed out ,rnlch category attaCned 
iS attached to leases 1s not aescribed by tne plannlnq 
crlterla. #he followlnq crlterla need to oe t.sea: 

Category i :alnlmal resource orotection 
Areas tinere tnls category applies Include those areas dinere 

the '~2) aesldndtlons tl)r open area apply. Llmlt the Jse af 
these stipulations TV areas wnere current Iniense 011 or gas 

proouction nas occurrea and no slynlficant Impacts are 
iouno. 

2.6 
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Category 2 watershea an0 allol7fe rlaoltat prorectlon 
This category neeos io 02 s:'iiaea :nro sdocateqorles finlch 
~1111 oe explainea later: 
Category Zn 'datershea ?rotectl~,n 
hpply tnis criterion to crltlcal ,: arersneas Jnd rlparlan 
habItat areds 
Category 26 Zultural iesourcc Jrcr:ttlsn 
Apply this Crlterlon to areas :;nra,n1ng 3rcnaeologlcal 

sites. 
Category 2C Protection of i:EC 
iipply this EO areas oes?qnareo zreas ui crlt~cal 
envlronmenral concern 
CareGory iD Allalife and Livestock ?roLecIlon 
This category apolles 1s areas ;in1cn nave lrnportant Same, 
nongame w1lol1fe or lIvestock resources. 

Category LE Ftecreatlon and scenic resources protection. 
Areas :rhlcn contain Important recreation ana scenic 
resoilrces (class A; or 1:: rR,>) snould have these 
stipuldtlons on any lease. 

tach of these suocategorles will contain common protection 
st1pulatlons inich apply 20 areas sensitive to so11 erosIon, 
slopes greater than 5% wnere roao construction ~111 be mao2, 

grazing iands. 

Category 3 ho Surface HctIvity 
Surface protection neeas 10 be requIrea on lanas !+lrhin important 
natural areas to protect their resources. Cerraln HCECS ~111 
neea rhls srlpulatlon. 

Category 4 tie Leases Lssued 
Lands that are oeslqnatea wiljerness areas. under wilderness 
study, ,naJor arcnaeological sees, *noangered and tnreatened 

species habltat, w~or recreation areas snould 1n0t oe open for 
lease. 

Locstaole ,,1nerais 

ControllIng locatable ;nlnerai rxploratlon dnd development offers 

several management aptlons. _ maJor1ty of tne present mlnlng 

claims fail to meet the m?nimu#n requirements necessary for 
remalnlnq vdlia. In ,nanaqlnq mineral development, tne dL.1 needs 
to SystematIcally evaluate the 
estdbltsh tne presence of a va 
to nleet the necessary criteria 

The Utah Chapter of the jlerra 

systemdrlcally evaluatea and p 
depenalny upon toe folluwlnq c r 

performance of assessment tiork and 
uabte !illneral. :laims wnlch fail 
need to be contesrea for valldlty. 

Club requests that minlnq plans be 

otectlon requirements placed 
lteria: 

2.7 
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Class 1 Jser-t :s* 1" existing proauct1~" areas 
.n jreds .inere nlstorlc ld~or 'TI"I"~ nas zccurred mining clans 
neea is 1ncluue relovdl 3f surface StrUCtUreS, ellmlnatlon of 
""ins" IldL4!-SS, 11sposal of tGlll"gs, replacement of top ~011. 
contrsi AT *‘rr,sln". parer quallty protect?o", and revegetatlon 
dltl "atdr3i deieratlon I" 2 imanner +i"lc~ 3111 allow natural 
j 12nr slicc?ss‘5n 113s cjtegory applies to areas wnere mayor 
clllr; di‘.iilil~S nave sccurrea I" me zcij:. 

Class 2 , e* 11neral activities I" ex1st:n; qatural areas 
I",", p i2"S neeo 70 perror71 il3ss j reouirenents a"o avola 

‘-DPctiI$ arf3ce .vatet- suppiles, rosa cz"struct10" on steep 
5iO2?S, ugenll? neti dress to "kii use. 1ek r3aas neeo to 5e 
-SC iriea inc cioseo +o uR'4 access dlthll a State0 per-loo. This 
i3:e;3ry 1p01les to drecs diner-e 71nlnq 3ctiv1ty QdS not regularly 
ri:L1TrYd. 

Class 3 I"?",! 
--̂  

;n 4t;L 
r, ;re35 

.-:;,3s 
;i crlrlcdl envlronnental cancerI: sln~ng plans "eea to 

:le reohlremenrs In il3sses i and 2. in addltlo" to 
c1ese. -1n1n1 pians geei to Ilmlt TI"I"~ actlvltles I" durarlon, 
;?r':a. ario :f.;ree tnat douio leaa to a" important natural value 
fz~no In ire >L.EC receIvl"g a measuraole negative Impact. 
.D"lCI? :icejs h13'ii5 5e ilnltea 23 tne ,din~ng 3Der3tlon and 
?icess 7oites :!csea ano reclalmea after 2lll:e"t operation 
.ezses. 

CldSS 4 :‘Js-?a TC Tl"l".J, .il:harawn fr0.m nlnerai entry 
?Ttz?S . . I :q:r;,i" Tr-2,~ 2lnerai ?ntrj ilre <1ose nnlc" are desIgnatea 
:i *liJerless sveas, ..I10 ano scenic rivers, relic communltles, 
dnc Jutst3n5:~i nzturai areas. niso alrnoraw" 2re areas vhere 
Tanjje-enr ;f 7inlng ;ctIv~ties can nzt te ailaueo d,t"oUt 
,lj"lrl;d"t 1"03CiS 3r co"Tiicts rlth 3c"er quitlole resources. 

u. i Ire 3nase7ent 

-ne jiannln: crlterli Incorrectly 3ro3ose to Start fires for 
~rai,"!l ranzr Pr>]eitS nltC "xl Zr3t?it!,e jtlpUldtjO"S, 
.e3Et3tlGC SeStT'JZtlSq iflOu1cl not ,'? r<clLilT?fl '5 t3llow tne *ame 
Cr1ter-13 gl3cec 31" :;ner 'jeqetatlon 2a"13ulat13" :,lethods for 
range cndnges. 

10. dll'lerness 

The Lhapter "35 Sent ~xtz"S've ;;Tze"ts .!I each toi tne vlllerness 

study area5 1" tne resnurco 2re3. i""P >f :le ;leclslon crlterla 
3110 ~ssuez rjlseo in ihose ,:;m:we"ts jre soeclrlcllly Jdaressed 1" 

the uraft n ,P. se reguek.t tnzt tnose c:mnents oe responded to in 
the ilnal ~~8 for this elan. 

;he elan fjili :o consider Last Zorl-u <J"~o" r?, 2rqppea ina not 
relnstdteo ds other areas nave zee". -ri2 oldn 3is3 f:lli :3 
cnnslcer the areas remanaea for :urthPr ‘nVentary t? the JL ,. 
The slar, 21s~ ~~11s to cnnsliler rt~laerness deslgnarlo" :cr -~a", 
aaal:ional aTeas lae"tlfIea by tne C::aorer I" its cetallea 
dlluerness site speclilc analysis io~me":i. .,ll :f these :,ust be 
zonslaere5 :n ,;er311 In the 1:s 3rr2cess. he i113p:zr TeCtiests 
tnat the 2~ review tie intensive :nvenrory areas :roooea from 
;ril.:erness ;tuay 3nd laentlfy tnsse areas ,dneve oeietlons were 
#lade for me same reaso"s Lne .JLA rulec ilvallc. lhose areas 

should 3181) ce relnventorleo. 

il. -reds of Crltlcal ;nv1ro"me"tal Concern 

isnadtea zy rL?.A, the >L., is requIrea co give prlorlty to the 

l.~ePt~r~iJi:~3n and oeslqnatlon of MCECS. ,nere 1s no evydence 7n 
the qanagenent Sltuatlo" assessment, the J;IS plan, "or any other 
JOCtilile"t :"at me sL, Inventorlea ana aocumentea tnis pr~orlty. 
,$o recczmenoeo aeslg"atIo" 1s made I" any of the alternatives. 
he r-ecuest tnat me ,,SA anti DE;S report tne Inventory of 
npnrtdnt "3tural resources, the a~plicarlon of ACEC crlterla, 
ana tne ratlonale for the oL, declslo". 

t-"e Chapter has ldentlfled areas .rnlch manaate desl5nation as 
!iCtC. :hese need analjsls ln tne preferred alternarlv?. 
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tiLTZ;I.tATiVES n#iD THEI? A.RALYSiS 

Ihe proposed ?.esource ..anagement 21an (K,:P) places aacn of the 
( alternatives in parallel columns. lhis helos conpare the 

differences betdeen alternatlves. Improvements are needed with 
the maos Jrovloeo I" the L;iS. Even the >L., resource s~eclalists 
had alffliulty locating some of the lnformatlon using these maps. 
The maps need to offer nase InformatIon showing the locarlon I" 
the resource area (RA). ihe management sltua~lon assessment 
offered no lrproved Information. .io maps aopeareo to nave been 
prepare0 tnat oetrer detail resource location. m.ne locatlon of 
conpetlng resources plays a criclcal role I" assessing the 
alternatlve agalnsr the planning criteria. As eacn resource area 
IS dlscussea, specific examples will oe given. 

In this sectJon of the Sierra Club's comments on the Grand Rk 
R,,,P, the exlstlng alternatlves ~111 be commenred on. ihe Chapter 
also requests conslaeratlon of changes to these alternatIves. 

33-281 
beclslons made in this plan ~111 guide the longterm rrenas for 
forage and sol1 conaltlons for more than a decaoe. ihe grazing 
program in the hi.,. has a history of poor management. fees for- 
grazing are documented oy rhe dL;, at less than ~2 for one animal 
unit month (>A11,.1) while equivalent grazing on FrlVate land sells 
for %ore than 330 for one dU.1. A large grazing aiiotment wlchin 
the resource area recently sold for approximately JjCO,OOO. 

The real return to the puolic for grazing fees is even less than 
the fee pald. A fraction of that fee goes to grazing 
"improvement' programs. iradltionaliy those Include vegetation 
manlpulatlon (bulldozer chaxnlngs, nerblclde spraying, and 
burnIngi selected by the local grazing advisory council (who are 
maJar grazing permit holders). This ljiiS proposes to continue 
this rradltlon. The plan proposes to give prlorlty in the budget 
to divertiny money for fire management (wnlch 10 realit)/ is 
sageorusn ourning for grazing Interests] and range improvements 
(whlcn is vegetation removal). ProtectIon of other resources is 
given a lower priority. 

The bL; neeas to openly aiscuss the buaget and report the 
information that either proves or disproves these traditional 
problems. ~11 the lnformatlon given suggests that the problem 
exists. ihe VCIS needs to include what range improvements nave 
been maae in rhe last planning Interval and tneir cost. The DEIS 
needs to report what permits the Grazinq fldvlsory Louncil holds 
in the HA and which range improvements are associated with 
council memoers. 

FLP..,H requires the government receive fair market value for the 
use of tne puolic-lanas. The uilS clearly documents that this 
legal requirement is not being met. 

3.1 
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"EL:; has not yet begun to maintain records 
on actual livestock use." (Grand Rk lmSi pg i-24). 

For both cattle and sheep, the ijL/# does nor systematically 
sample the number of grazing stocK on dLil land. ihe numbers of 
cows and sheep appearing in the OEIS are the maximum number of 
permitted animals or rhe number of animals that the permlttee 
pays a fee for. ;oth of these numbers appear to grossly 
mlsreprflsent the actual use. 

Here the maagement of cattle use zilll be useo as an examole. The 
management Of sneep IS equally problem prone. The permltted 
total herd size for the Grand kH 1s s1igntly more than 10,300 
cows. Cn average permits are paia for a total herd of a.000 
cows. All the alternatives in the DE18 retain the current 
permitted level and limit livestock to 00% of the permltteo 
level. 

The economic analysis of grazing used a total cattle herd size of 
7300. In 1Stil tne Jtah uepartment of kgrlculture estimatea that 
tne total herd size for Grand Counry is 3,700 cows. The 
difference in the resource area boundary from the county bounaary 
could not account for the differences in these herd sizes. 

if the economic analysis herd size is correct, then the &L<. is 
allowing unpermitted grazing on public lands. ;he most logical 
cnoice I" rniS period of harashlp for the Cattle Industry 1s that 
the total herd size 1s closer to tne titan iepartment. of 
Agriculture. 

This Indicates that permltted use 1s 2.3 times more than actual 
use and that fees are paid for twice as many cows as actually use 
the land. Cuts I" the grazing fees have encouraged operators to 
buy more permits than are used. 

Clearly, If the number of grazing animals is exaggerated, then 
almost all the plan's actlons have no effect on land mangement. 
in some of the alternatlves, the period of use llmlts grazing use 
somewnac. During allowed periods. the permlttee still can put 
any chosen number of cattle on the range since operators are not 
normally ilinited by permitted grazing numbers. 

The analyses of the grazing management alternatives are largely 
meaningless and must be redone agaIn. The actual use needs to be 
obJeCtlVe1y determIned and perrlltted 1eve1S selected to match 
occurr,ng use. 
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Tne 3L,. has lnltatec 3 gooa or~qr~ 10 ~ss?ss ran;e trends as 
clurllnea in Tppena~x i ;page i-3i I" rle J;;SJ. + qooa sample 
size of eden 3i tne ailotmenrs is p~ggosea 10 deternIne the 
:werslty of species, their quailty, >nc their 3roouction. ihe 
cne flad in tne rdnge studies 1s Site iil?ctlon. 911 tne sites 
dre areds rndt are grazea ny ti3mes:ic ,io;r(. i3r comprenenslve 
inaiysls, dreds nor grazed cy 3omesr:; iicK neec also to oe 
CDJSI?". 

Levels of jse are now oelng deterrrllnea wltnour ldeauace knowledge 
3'; range conci:~cn. lne forec3sc :mpacts and Ceneflts I" T.ne 
,<:8 dr-e not SuDported oy tnP lnrornatlon oresenrea try tne aL.,. 
-7e plan neeas :o openly admit tnat range use permits shouio be 
tasea N~pan ranqe conaltlan ana acruzl use ana scnedule a time to 
Jatner tndt ln~or-~dt~on ana !?ake these declslons. ihls plan 
iaiis co oo this. 

Sever31 zrazlnq dlt?rnatlies neea ccnsloeratlon. The first IS 
:ne n,~) 1lclesz1c ;razIng diternat?ve 'nandated oy the grazing court 
seclslo". tne secona 3iternatlve wouid permit current grazing 
'J 5 e ,111 :ne oresenr alt?rnatwes allow tnjs plus Increased 
g'dz'"g,. -he next Slternatlve snoula remove qrazlng for the 
wnole year fro-n crltlcal ~dtersneos. 
fro% olgnorn sheep nabltat, 

from crltlc3! irlnter range, 
from Imporrdnt surcacr warer sources, 

and from ;st n3oltat. These alternatlves shouid qot nave 
ie~~eratlon manipulation ;mbeoded I" them as dli tne current 
alterndtlves nave. 

Cdch of the alternarlves propes catatropnlc veSetat,on 
manl~ulatlJn proJects lncludlng cnaIn,ns of plnyon juniper, 
Cnemlcal oestructlon of shruos, dna burning of bdgebrusn. 110 
conurenenslve analysts 1s performea on these ;ri)irams snov~ng the 
net lonq :erm costs and brnet;ts. 
selectri ror long ter-r range 

#do otner alternatIves are 
Improvement in t'lose areas. ihese 

ldternatlves Include redaCed grazlnq use, fenClnq, And 

nonlnecnanlcal relntroductlon uf ndtlve PiantS. .n the absence of 
gooa dnalysls "f tne potentldl damage 3no the nlrtory of past 
d‘ZlO"S, tie r-equest tnat no catastroonlc veger3tlon manlpulat>on 
se recommenaea oy the plan. 

J.3 
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-ireds of Lritlc;I rnvlronnent3l Concern 

.he L,iij makes no rrcommenddLlon for deslcjnatlng -+it:i I" any 

ilternative. ine _ ian Chapter of tne 5lerra Clue reo',ests :ndt 
the roll~~~~~ng ar?as oe conslaered for aeslynated nC<is: 

rllDl:dts far rhe threatened ana endangered species and species 
qow .,irn jer-lous :hredts. Nn~se lncluce: 

:a10 i3gle. nal,a*tus leucocepnalus 
?error3ne ialcon, 731~0 oeregrlnus anatum 
Goloen CayI?, fiqu1la inrysderos 
jsprey, ?araion hallaetus 
aiacx-izotea rerret, ,.ustela ni<rlpes 
\1t :3x, 'iulpes macrotls 
jpottea sat, 5 uaermd maculatum 
Great slue tieron, Araea neroalas treganzal 
Coloraao Aquawrisn 
3umpoacu Ihuo. 
iiazoroacK :ucKer 

The iocatlon of these naoltats IS docunienred I" several sources 
inclldalng the report LO rne.oL,. oy .,?cnaei h Scndlnn. we 
reccmmeno Inplementlng the Nnanage;nent re‘onmenaar,ons proposed in 
tnls Jtah tiwH Inventory of terrestrial :vllollfe. 

-he following plant species are Important ana their naoltat also 

requires fiCEC aeslgnations: 

nstr3galus 3onumentalIs 
Lomatlum IatlloDum 
irlogonum mancus 
c. olaInorpnopnyllus Itermedlas 
r(edysarum occloentale canone 

Gailiardia flava 
ichlnocereus trlqlocnidl'atus var 

Ascleplas cutler1 
Asrragalus lselyl 
hstrdgdlus sanulosus 

AtrIplex tielsnll 

Cryptantha elata 
iycladenla hulnlils vdr jonesI 
?hacella howellland 

l”erT,s 

The i hapter also recommends that the following important nd 
values oe aeslynated fiCEi: 

f the necessary naoltft ta support :ne tdrqet dntelope 

blynorn sneep, herd sizes; 
* crttlcdl oreedln? and farage naoltdt to sustain the t 
deer lna el6 heras; 

J.4 
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* Current black bear nabitat; 
* pralr:e dog communltles; 
f relic plant communities; 
x areas hihere Important archaeologlcai Sites are found; 
* crit:cal watershed areas include SignlfiCant saline Soil, 
important dater courses, and important surface water 
sourc2s; 
* all class II and Class i visual resource nanagemenc areas 
facing mineral exploration or development, and seeing ORV 
use. 

The plan needs to propose an ACEC deslgnatlon ot the haolLat 
necessary to maintain the present population of these species 
with no changes. The proposed managemenr of the nC<C neebs, to 
guide acxions that prevent any popuiatlon change I" these 
sensitive spec?es and the ALEC plan oe Includea in the Rt? 
available for public comment. 

Lana Sales 
ier:ain lanos have been proposed for sale oy the ~L:I. These 
lanas need the followlnq consldetarion placed on each area: 

*because of location is its management difficult, 

*is management by another federai agency posslole, 
*does the sale outwelgn other puolic onJectives 

ana values including wilaerness, 
*lS an lmporrant puoilC Objective being met 

%hlcn cannot oe met reallsrlcaliy with nonpublic 
1 and? 

,jone of the recommended lands nave had eacn of these qu2StlOnS 
anstierea in tne draft A,,,?. Eacn of these questlons needs to de 
answered ano !f disposal IS possible, exchange for needed lands 
pursued first. if excnange 1s not posslole, then sale should be 
conslderea. 

The R,,P needs to present any ootentlal COnflicts of interest that 
may occur if tne sale IS made. 30 any emPiOyeeS 3r advisory 
council have any Interest I" any of tnese potential sales. One 
potential example is with ?o and i(ay ilSDerts. the bL., allowed 
Ray iibbetts to illegally bulldoze 3 road !nKo lands under 
wilderness revjew. -ihe dL,, did not reqLlre rsclamatlon and 
dropped tne area from wilderness COnSld2ratlOn. ,+ow the OL?I 
wanrs to sell this same man puol~c land. 

Uone of the private land sales nave any assessment of any of the 
polnts ralsed by SectIon ~23 of rLP2.A answered. :hese sales 
Shouid oe fully analyzed and reported for pubilc :Dmment. ihe. 

present lnformatlon 1s inadeauate. 

Sierra Club Comments, Grand ;(A R,:P 

The Chapter ooeS not have full lnformatlon on eacn tract prooosed 

for sale. riere 1s wnat 1s known: 

11 ihis sectlon 1s insloe tne state 3ookcllfis roadless 

area. This area should be exLhangea for equivaient state 
land. 

i2 These are not liolared tracti ano do no: qualify for 

sale. They are oounaea by bL lanas dno 11e .V~rn~n tne 
dookcllffs nilderness Stuay (irea. 

13 This area would be oar-t of the dookcliifi AA excepr for 

a strancly shapeo 6~3 acre area of nonpublic land. ill of 
rnese iands now qualify for itllaerness stuay. ihe DL;. 

shouid lnltiate acqulsltlon tnrough purchase 3~ excnange of 
the nonpuolic land preventing management of tlese t.rac<s. 

13 & I5 Tnese tdo area are surroundea by SlaEe land (tne 

bookc!iffs roaaless area) a'ld snould be excj:anged for 
equivalent lanas. 

16 This area abuts Stare lands near the town of Green 

River. These snould oe excnanged for 3ther Srate IanoS. 

;7 .vhile rhe Immeala'e lana around r111s Lract 1s r;onou311c 

land. ;L., lana can oe reacnec 1p .2pprox~mar5ly li: Tlie in 
eacn girec:lon. ",S area jn3u10 02 excnzn?ed TOT 3K"fT 

needed purposes. 

,9 J ;10 These xrac;s near tne .-own 3f Green ?lver snould 
be YXChanaed ,?!lLh gth?r stare ano private iindS (the 
inhola~ng; in the ;ooKcllffs for example) 

I11 This tract iDutS state land ano .$hen ors]ect ~uL2 

becomes effectl,ie d111 3e Jolneo with other -is. lanes. This 

area snould not oe yet offered. 

;12 oil., These area a3ut ArCheS i,atlonal ?arK 3nd form an 

lmportlnt wllallfe naoltat f3r that park. Ynr iL.. should 
conslaer offering these lands to the ‘iatlonal r’arY. 

114 ti 116 ThlS area IS not an isolated tract ~rld JDutS the 

'!eqro sill Canyon Inventory unit. This area nas important 

scenic. arcnaeoloylcal, recreation values. 

115 ;his area IS 31~0 not ;n lsolatej tract jf JL,, land ano 

is wlthln the Cacne Lreek drea whlcn tne IL., snould have 
studled for ,+,lderness Jeslqnatlon. 

3.6 
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Lii) This sectlo" Is separated fro7 2~:. idno Oy l/4 nlle Of 
prl,iiite idnd 3"d some stare lano. when clra:eCt SOLD 15 
compiet~, that aL81 Lynn ?dy aqa," 5e ilnkea. This area IS 
d" :mporctnt antelope "aO>IaL area. 

Cl Seca~se of tne lack 3i IOeouate -1ap5, It unclear If this 
?roJect .4111 3ffect tne u1!cerness rev,ew III ,?lll CreeK. 
The :nt?nslYe inventory of :nat rodoless ared snould 
cans~aer Ihls area. 

c3 The proposed UP stites :nat :,~,b acres 15 for 
communlry ex2ans,on. :nils 1~23 Job25 ~enl"c tne HOCKS ,+SA. 
ito numdn inoact separates tnese iznas Yrom that nS*. :t 15 
not an Isolatea tract. nlri05t 311 If rn,s are.3 15 cliffs 
ana slopes t30 steeo for cO"struCtl3" Of any kind. .t 15 
""SUl tzo12 for community rxpans~o" lnvolvlng the 
ca"str"c~,O" cf lltllltles, !-3dO5, and oulldllgs. This area 
*as lllegaily deleted from me wllderqess revJew anil should 
oe conslaerea wltn the aa]acenr tiSti i-or xllderness 
deslyna!'sn. 

c9 & ill Convertlny puol~c lanas Into private nuclear waste 
dumps appears to vlolate me Intent Ii FLP,'ii. 5ther areas 
snould be avaIlable for rnls activity. 

c17 ;eve1op1ng a J, 9Ou acre cO7munlty "ear oao 31rpOrt 
appears nor ;n tne 3uoI1c's Oust :"rerests. ,row this 15 
larqeiy naturll a"0 nas ~r,pOrra"t .llalife value ;nat 0epe"d 

an rnis arza dnc the 3oJacent area. :.o need has been 
ooJecrl/eiy pres?"reo sdpportlng sale Of tnls property. 

Si Excnange CT sL., lanas for dlfflcult to manage state 
lands snouic 32 rxllzwed. inese lands wlthln uead Horse 
Point State 'ark 5hoJld oe state lanas and other state lands 
should be LL idnds, ;:71 RLlE set 2 for example. 

Crltlcal datersfleas 

I 

7ne preferreo alter"atlve cnosen to control sdllnlty and 

sealmenratlo" aDPear to nave rnanequately deflvea benefits. 
First It 1s not clear If the seasonal use I" the slan represents 
any chanqe at all. in most Of the problem area arazlna will be 

I 

allor e 
this C 
the 5 t 

Since 
Sal," 

benet 
tech" 

O from lld October througn :nld ,,ay. 
"ange 1s largely Inslgnlficdnt. 

aased-upon present use 
,.,ost of the operators take 

ock t0 private or forest lands during this qerlod. 

the level of current use IS not known the changes in 
ty frm cnanges 1” yrazlng dre wIthoui support. :he 
ts from Sallnlty control appear fabrIcate from parts of 
cdl Stu0leS with Serious mlsslng Ilnks. ihe dL,.i aanlts 

5.7 

=;r 11 use. Tne :i, offers no crlterlz support~nq :nat 

;eclslon. The preferrea a1ter"atlve wouid ;eslGnatc 1~2 of the 24 

as Closed to vehicle use. AlternaTIve J &ould adO some more area 
:o me llnlred OesIgnatio". 

.t is ;:fflczlt to gauge the changes tnls oecls~o" ,would cause. 
in tile llmltea areas, dlth one exceprlon, all venlcle ways .*lll 
-emaln open. Somenow tne :L,; Jbagea that this nould remove 
Several nundred tons of salt fro.7 rivers. 

,he :L,, neeas to measure vehicle access cot I" acres out I" miles 

it /e"lcle hia‘,5 useo. *lth a fey rxcept,o"s, ven~cls bse 'usually 

fO111ds venlc-e .uays 3"d roaO5. r; 7easurl"g :"e '?"gth Of the 
ro3il; ratnrr rlan tne acrnaqe iinlcli in ,zost Cases denlcle 2on't 
d52, 3 nore accurate ,neasure OjY j3\i use areas can oe 7ade. 

#le ;hapter prODosed a set of crlterla co cno9se wnlch area are 

open, chseo, ano Tlmlted. The oL,, lacks conprPne"s~ve crl:erld 
ant 'lany cdnf!lcrs cd" oe see" I" areas ,Jeslq"ar?o :3en ano 
1 l,llt;'d. jone of the ,qost lnportant a"1~al ndnltjt 15 des:;"ared 

open. , n the ~oo~cl~fis tnese areas nave no Yenlcle rnures 701 
ana 3re althIn dillderness study areas, /et the 3~ recommenos 

Oesl~~narlng them 00e". - 11 lanas unuer dillderness revjew lust be 

d?Sljnatc?d llmlted ior Closed. 

," areas 3eslg"atea llmlted, the oL:. has not lnolcated rnlCn 

routes are open or closea. k map needs to oe orovldeo detailing 

wnlCn route5 are neeclea and should remal" open. -reds deslJnatea 

lllilltea are requlreo to nave those routes recordea 0" a map. i, 0 

map it the dL.1 offlce could oe found whlCh snowed all the flutes 
open TOT use I" Ilmlted areas. 
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The ;L;; neeos to develop an alternatlve whlcn uses the cr~terla 
the indpter orooosea and assess its lmpacrs. The oesi?natlons 
sno~lo not oe a2scrlbea in acres Duz in miles of venlcle route* 

ocen for use. 

ine iLi, has not ldenclfied areas Hhere degradation from ORV Use 

has occurred. numerous confllcrs oetween nlkers, nunters, 
rancners and alrt olkers nave oeen reported to tne 3L:!. 'f e t 
nochlng 1s reported in the 3t!S. ihe si,. has dropoed areaS from 
xilaerness stuoy because of ORV Impacts ano now reco~menos Gore 

:eietlons oecause of "management proolems." .ione of these 

Inpacts or managemenL proolems are reporteo in the DEIS. 

Tne >L> displays a strong bias on the IjR;i issue. nith the 

s?lderness revle:q, ORV use 1s a reason to drop areas. Uith 

planning, there are no ORV problems and tnerefore very few areas 
closed to venlcle use. The Chapter requests the ELI.! to revlew 

eacn of tne wilderness inventory units ana aesignaLe those areas 
closed or llmlted. rictlon neeas to be taken to stop GRV lqpacts. 

,inerals. Leasaole 
ne JL,, proposes 10 allow mlneral actlvitles wnicn ~111 build 

13re than 75 miles of new roads in tne tin every year. ~11 the 

alternatlves will allow a major jncrease in rosa csnstruction. 

Tne 3~~: falls co menrlon thar they then ~111 consider these roads 
3ermanenc ana open filr li6V use. ;ne AL.. needs io conslaer an 
airerqarlve wnere no net gain in roads are aoaea and wnere :he 

net r-030 mIleage 1s reduced. 

-ne CL, neecs ro cdn*loer a no furtner leasing aiternatlve for 

ine nexr p!annlnq cycle. ihe economic analysis needs to consider 
:'le ablilry 10 ;roduce prooucts from exlstlng sources to meet xhe 
expect2a. ;:onoubllC lands, recycling mater'als, and conservation 
neea :a 02 cons>Jerea. -t cn18 time, no ristlmates of mlneral 
oemana are jlven In cne ,EIS 

:he stlpulatlon categories for 311 and <as neea the follonlng 

stloularlons zadea to tnem: 
:n ail categories: 3) -(he permIttee snail provide a copy 
of a!1 geolsglc and qlneral neposlt lnformdtlon obtained 
from explsraclon ina oeveiJpnent to tne oL... 

b) ihe permlttee snall te responsloie f3r preventing ORV 
use of access roaos wnlch are pot on the Rh transportation 
system lnap. ?reventlng uRv use includes the COnStruCtlO~ Of 

oarrlers. i;ost1ny of s1gn.5, and the olaclng of gates. 

C) The operaror shall close and reCillm tne access ways not 
open tj ~lR\i 3se upon completion of exploration or 

development. 

3.9 
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d) For ?roductlon faclllties, the operator shall provide 
callbrated flow measurement instruments wnlch are monitored 
by the 3L,.. These lnstrumencs snail have protective 
features prevenrlng tampering. 

Category 2 Limlted Resource Protection 
Category 2;1 hatersned Prntecr:on 
Add to category 2s requjrements neeo to prevent any salinity 
or sealmentation ~ncrezse over the estaolished thresnolds. 
Allow no roads in surface water suopl1es or construction of 
a road that would 'ncrease stir-face runoff and soil siuff 
into surface water. 

Category 23 Cultural Resource Protection 
Add to category i requirements to prevent addItiona vehicle 
vlsltatlon to arcnaeological site areas. ihls includes 
closing vehicle ways ro uR'J use and payment for agency 
monlrorlng of arcnaeologlcal sites for damage or theft: 
This requires the operator fund an intensive Inventory for 
arcnaeolsgical sites I" tne activity area and within iO0 
yarcs of those activltles. 

Category ;C Protection of iCEC 
Add co category 2 requirements thar prevent any measurable 
cnange in tne Important natural value for xnicn the area was 
designated nCiC. 

Cateoory ic .: lldllfe ana Llvesroc;c ?rotectlon 

-da to category i requ1renenrs inat prevenr measuraole 
farage cnanges, znlnai sreealng, :lanqes I" nestIn 
partfrns, ;jop~latlon cnanges, ano other impacts to water and 
facllltles. 

Category 2~ ?ecreatlon ana jcenlc ;lesources ?rotectlon 
ddd to c;lteqOry i reqUlr?mentS tnar prevent neasurable loss 
of recreation opportunltles 3na segraalnq 3f scenic visual 

resources. 

lineral*. Ljcatable 
;ne J~~i ddoresses management of locatable rnllerals in the 
"n-ocect3on alternative" for only in of the 3ii. r, 411 other 
alternatIves consider management actlon un less than that area. 
~$0 manaqemenc for 97:: of the il;t is given In tne DEiS for hard 
roci minerals. 

In an alternatlve (management of mIneral* fi)r the whole RA needs 

to oe conslaerea. [he "tan Chapter suggests that the dL,,i manage 
ail tne resource area for minerals. ie recoamend adoptlnq a 
class system aescrlbea I" rne planflIng crlterta of our comments. 
As with 011 and gas leaSIng, mlnlng plans tiould have different 

i. 10 
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KlllCS of ;rorecrls;n requirements placed on actyvities depending 
upon tne reco~me"aJ:ic"s *Gi tne elan. 

The JE.S has no conslsteni crlterla for me selectjon of area5 to 
..lrharaw from illneral enrry. .ie suggest ihat you adopt our 
recoqlmenoea crlterla dna apply tnem consistently to the RH. 

33-35) :dltirll nesources 
.o"e 27 cne dlt?r!l3tlvPS conslnerS arcnaroloqlcal re5ource 
1nventsry, 5E"oy, ;rorecr1on, 3r !lSilTiJ 3" tne reg,stry. 140 
Staff 15 allocarea to tn15 r-eso"rce. ihe preferred alternative 
"eras i3 ilaKe in15 a prlorlr/ pra,ran. 

.+atersnea ared5, dllderr,ess ituay jrea5. :9. class ,i and , 
2reds, ; ti E haoltat areas, lmpor:ant .illcllfe naoltat, ana 
!mporrant dater rejource areas. 

/II 1:erness 

33-37 -5 ;;'scr1~ea in the Crlterla comments, other aiternatlves need 
ion5laerari:n. Jnder 'uli Jeveiopncnt. consider recommenaino all 
..lloerness areas wnlcn Qave no cammerc;al development potential. 
uon51a2r .illderness stuoy 3f area5 lvlth Inventory error5 that the 

ZL* ~ reqanoeo :o tne 3L,,. Lans1aer dillderness study on 
jaoltlsnal 3rea5 dnere 51;111ar Inventory errors occurred. 

Response to Letter 33 from tne Sierra Club Utah Chapter, James iatl?n, 
Public Lands Coordinator 

33-1 The issue raised in this comment is beyond the scope of the R?!P. 

33-2 Lands not designated as wilderness would be managed givipq con- 
sideration to their multiple ~15e values. Fiindlng would be re- 

quested to manage specific re5ource values a5 approoriate. 

33-3 A maJor function of the Utah statewide wilderness E!S is to 
evaluate the wilderness allocation issue from a regional per- 
spective. 

33-4 The concerns expressed in this comment are addressed in tnr 
Management Situation Analysis (MSA), wnich is available :~r re- 
view in the GRA office. 

33-5 Figure 2-4 on page 2-26 of the draft shows existing vegetation 
manipulation sit?<. At the present time there are no ORV .15e 
designations. Specific desiqnations are proposed ir the 'raft 
RMP. 

33-6 This information is found in the wilderness SSAs, which are 
available {upon request. 

33-7 Figure 2-20 on paoe Z-50 of the draft illustrates the area5 
currently available for oil and gas leasing (1.17.~ in lea5ltlg 
Categories 1, 2, and 3). This represenI5 approximately Q2.5 
percent of the GRA wnicn is either under lease, in tne prccess 
of being leased, or available for lease application. 

The protective lease stipulations are contained in cupendix R of 
the draft and pertain to all oil and oa5 leasinq cateqorlrs. 
Apoendix R has been revised and is reprinted in Chapter 3 of 
this prooosed RMP and final EIS. 

Lands under lease and available for lease for ootasn are shown 
in Figure Z-19 on oaqe Z-49 of thP draft. Lease stipulations 
for potash are similar to those imposed for Category 1 011 and 
gas leases a5 detailed in Appendix R. 

Information for Coal leasinq is beyond the 5cooe of the "raft 
RMP and will be addressed in future planninq documents. 

33-9 Information about mining clali;ls is available at the 9LM Utah State 
Office and at individual county cndrthouses. :, number of 
mininq plans of operation under tne 43 CFR 3809 and 3802 reau- 
lations are currently In effect. Yore information 1s avaIlable 
at the GRA office. 



Response to Letter 33, continued 

33-9 

33-10 

33-11 

33-12 

33-13 

33-14 

33-15 

33-16 

33-17 

33-18 

33-19 

33-20 

3LM is required by law to protect cultural resources found on 
the public lands. Some of the management actions analyzed in 
the RMP, such as wilderness designation, qrazing restrictions, 
and ORV area designations, would provide additional protection 
to cultural resources. Prior to implementing on-the-grouno 
projects, cultural resource surveys would be completed. Damage to 

cultural resource sites will be mitigated or avoided, as aPPro- 
priate. 

This issue is heyond the scorJe of the RMP. Fee schedules are 
either authorized by law or set after public participation. 

This issue is beyond the scope of the RMP. 

This issue is beyond the scope of the RMP. 

This isformation is sumllarized in the draft document in Appendix 
I, Present Manaqement Category, Ecological Condition, and Live- 
stock and Wildlife Use by Allotment. Additional information is 
contained in the MSA and in the GRA files. 

The monitoring section of the Draft RMP/EIS contains a proposal 
to study gradual chanqes in veaetation. Additional information 
has been included in the monitoring section in Chapter 1 of this 
proposed RMP and final EIS. 

Under FLPMA, fair market value must be received for public lands. 

This issue is beyond the scope of the RMP. 

ORV use is a legitimate form of recreation on public lands. The 
Draft RMP/EIS analyzes potential ORV designations designed to pro- 
vide for OPV use while protecting sensitive resources. 

This issue is beyond the scope of the RF(P. 

The Draft RI?P/EIS analyzes potential utility corridors and 
utility avoidance areas designed to provide for utility needs 
while protecting sensitive resources. 

The level of livestock grazing on the public lands within the 
GRA is analyzed under the Livestock Requirements issue in the 
Draft RrjP/EIS. Existing data are inadequate to make a determina- 
tion regardinti stockinq levels. The monitorinq studies described 
on paqe 2-24 of the draft will provide this information. 

Response to Letter 33, continued 

33-21 

33-22 

33-23 

33-24 

33-25 

33-26 

13-27 

Lost Spring Canyon was included in the Secretarial Order that re- 
moved areas of less than 5,000 acres from wilderness review. 

These areas have been incorporated into the planning DrOCeSS 
in this proposed RMP and final EIS. 

The procedures for distribution of ranqe betterment funds are 
established by law. 

The distinction between aoals and objectives is subjective. :- 
the @raft RMP/EIS the obiectives are (more specific than t-? 4031 
statements. 

The impacts analyzed in the draft implicitly reflect thresnold 
analysis. The selection of the impacts discussed was collectivelv 
determined by the interdisciplinary team and qenerally t-eoreSe*cs 
their colllbined judqement regarding significance. For examole, 
the water quality analysis is based upon water auality standarcs. 
Throughout the process, a qreat number of potential impacts were 
considered. Many of these were determined to be insiqnificant 
and were dismissed from further consideration. In certain case8 
insignificant impacts wsre discussed to document that they were 
considered. 

The preferred alternative identified in the Draft RMP/EIS would 
be one way to balance resource production and protection. As 
the emphasis is on balancinq resource uses that sometimes ion- 
flict, the preferred alternative is not purely protection or 
production oriented. Certain actions proposed within areas under 
wilderness review would be implemented only if such areas are re- 
leased from further wilderness consideration. All areas under 
wilderness review ~111 be protected following the guIdelines 
of 8LM's Interim Manaqement Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under 
Wilderness Review 

The ubvious careful thought qiven to the suqqested qoals, objec- 
tives, and olanninq criteria is noted. Niany of the Items are 
reflected to some degree in the draft RMP/EIS. The olanninq CT,- 
teria were intentionally written so that they would not oredeter- 
mine the eventual olanninq decisions. The material sugaested for 
consideration is written more in the form of decisions than cri- 
teria. The activity plans developed durinq rubsequent olanninq 
will focus on achievinq more soecific objectives designed to 
accnmplish the overall aims of the RMP. 

Additional qpograohic reference points have been added to the 
maos in this Final RMF/EIS to improve readability. Larqer, more 
detalled maps are avallable foa- public review in the GRA cifice. 
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Response to Letter 3>, continued Response to Letter 33, continued 

33-28 The Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (PRIA) established 
a grazing fee formula by wnich BLM and USFZ qrdzllig fees are 
comouted annually. The PRIA formula was adopted on a 7-year 
trial basis for the years 1979 to 1985. PRIA also establisned 
a grazing fee study to evaltiate the formula and other fee noticls. 
The Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior are to recommend to 
Congress a grazlnq fee formula for 1986 and subsequent years. 
Half tne grazinq fee revenues are used for ranqeland improvemepfs, 
and the other half become aeneral Federal revenues. 

33-28 
cont'd 

The range of alternatives has been expanded for this prooosed RMP 
and final EIS with the addition of two subalternatives: (1) Graz? 
at Full Preference and (2' Reduced Livestock Grazing. 

The county herd size esticates by the Utah 3epartment of ,Jurl- 
culture accollnt for the aqqregate herd size of ooerators wno 
reside in the county. Over half of the ooeratols who have 
grazing oermits in the GRA reside outside Grand County. :t CdR 
therefore be expected that total herd size of oorrators wl:r: 
grazing permits in the GRA would differ siqniCicantly frcm 
totdl h?rd size of ranchers living in Grand County. ?anch 
budget aqqregate herd size estimates for operators livlnq in tne 
county dnd navinq Federal grazing permits compare well witn 
statistics of the Census Bureau and the Utah 3epartment of ;ori- 
culture. These comparisons were oresented in the XA, which !s 
available for public review in the SRA office. The total amount 
of use is limited to active preference. 

Site-specific EAs will be completed prior to implementation of 
vegetation manipulation projects. All known resource values 
will be considered at that time, and action ~111 be taken to 
either minimize or eliminate adverse effects. The beneilts of 
land treatments (increases in AUMs) are snow" in Table 2-2 
page 2-6 of the draft, and the impacts (benefits in SOW 
cases) are discussed in Chapter 4 of the draft. 

Other management actions (apart from land treatments) are 
proposed in the same areas as the ;and treatments. Tnese 
include intensive management and changes in season of use. 

Please see the resoonse to Letter 30, comment 5. 

The level of livestock use fluctuates on individual allotn>?ntj, 
depending upon a variety of factors, but must be at cr below 
active preference. It 1s agreed that actual use needs to ?e 
more objectively determined, or at least more reliab1.u sub- 
mltted by the permittees. This informatlon ~111 be oart or the 
monltorinq studies (see paqe A-57 of the draft]. 

The Draft RMP identlfied.certain lands as potentially suitable 
for disposal. Potential tracts were screened using the disposal 
criteria establlshed in FLPKA. 
for disposal. 

Later, prior to offerlnq ar,y land 
more specific factors will be thorougnly evaluated 

on a case-by-case basis. Tnis evaluation will incltidr public 
involvement, consistency with other Federal, State, and local land 
use plans, an EA ano land report, and other reports. Conflicts 
witn other r?sources or land uses will be addressed and ~111 
help shape the eventual decision on a soecific parcel. ill sales 
will be consistent with Section 203 of FLPMA. 

Because of the limited manpower and the fact that the main our- 
Pose of monitorina is to determine accuracy of carrvina cnJacltv, 
areas not qrazed by livestock cannot be included in studjes un- 
less critical for wildlife soecles monitorinq. 'ata on ecoloql- 
Cal Site Pote"tia1 have beeti qathered for eacn studv location. 

33-29 

33-30 

33-31 

33-32 

Chanqe of season of use benefits for salinity are outlined on 
pages 4-43 and 4-64 cf the draft. !mpacts to salinity and s?dlmen- 
tation were ?stlmated on the basis of ~011s survey and veqetatlon 
information establishpd for the GRA. Tnis procedure 1s consistent 
with methodoloqv (used in the Colorado River salinity reports refer- 
enced ln tne draft document (dLM, 1977c and ELM, 1980a). 

Reliable ecoloqical condition data were collected durinq 1990 
and 1981 as part of the sol1 and vegetation inv?ntnrv and are oil 
file in the GRA office. The lrnoacts and benefits mentioned in 
Chapter 4 of the draft are realistic. The veqetatlon monltorlpq 
ProGram 1s described on paqc 2.24 of the draft. 

The criteria used durina development of ORV desiqnatlon alterno- 
tives are llsted on paqe 1-R of the draft. 

Upon aoproval of the RMP, a map showing routes open to ORV use 
witnin the limlted areas ~111 b? prepared as part of the ORV 
desiqnatlon procedure. 

ORV uqc areas are shown on uage l-1; of the draft. Xanaqement 
concerns nrrtainlnq to C)RV use colnclde with these areas. 
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Response to Letter 33, concluded 

33-32 
cont'd 

33-33 

33-34 

33-35 

33-36 

33-37 

Specific management concerns regarding ORV u'se within the !JSAs 
are documented in the SSAs prepared as part of the wilderness 
review. 

The construction of new roads is a necessary part of mineral 
development. When a road is not reclaimed after the conclusion 
of a mineral development activity, it would be open to ORV use 
unless specifically closed. 

The decision to reclaim a road or to leave it open to serve a 
specific purpose is made on a case-by-case basis. Such site- 
specific planning is beyond the scope of the RMP. 

The alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS cover a broad 
range of mineral leasing options. Alternatives A, C, and ;r 
cnsidered the use of Category 4 (no leasing) to protect soeci- 
fit resources; the leasing category system would be applied 
differently under the four alternatives because of the varying 
amounts of resource protection required to meet the goals of 
the alternatives. 

Mineral withdrawals were considered in Alternatives C and 1 t? 
protect sensitive resource values. All other areas would be 
managed according to the provisions of the 43 CFR 3809 regulations. 

The planning criteria used to identify withdrawal areas under 
Alternatives C and D are listed on page 1-17 of the draft. 

Please see the response to Letter 1, conanents 1 and 2. 

The sensitive resource values identified are evaluated in the 
siting of all rights-of-way as a matter of policy. 

Please see the wilderness section in Chapter 1 of this pro- 
posed RMP and final EIS. 

NOTE: Letter 33 from the Sierra Club Utah Chapter also in- 
cluded soecific comments on each of the WSAs under study in the 
GRA. These colillients will be ccnsidered as scoping input for the 
Utan statewide wilderness EIS and are therefore not reprinted 
here. 

LETTER 34 

United StatesdDepartment of the Interior 
BUKI..\U OF ISI)I.\S \Ft'.\IKS 

I'I\T-\ll \U) 01 H4Y \(;E\(:l 

Fort 111,<1Pi>~.. I ,,,h H,ilX, 

(801) 722-2406 Ext. 

13 $liN 14 i!%.j 

Mr. Colin P. Christensen, Area Zanager 
3ureau of Land i'analenenr 
Grand Resource Area 
P.O. 90x I" 
Moab, Ctah 84532 

@ear t+. Christensen: 

We have reviewed the Craft Resource Management Plan and Environmental 

Impact Statement. The document is well prepared and adequately 

addressed the environmental concerns that are involved in the 

various management alternatives for the Grand Resource Area. Thank 

you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely yours, 

Superintendent 



LETTER 35 
n. 

June !4, 1983 

socrEty 

PRICE. umh 

Mr. Colin P. Chnstensen - 
Grand Qesource Area Y 

Area Manager 

P.O. Box M 
Moab District B.L.M. 
Moab, UTAH 

Dear Sir: 

The following cement is the official position of the Slickrock Outdoor Society 
on the Grand Kesource Area Manaqevent Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
We ask that it be included in the official comment record. 

We have structured this coPlment such that we wil! =' ,lrst comment on the goals and 
ObJectives for the various alternatives under each planning issue, then selectively 
on individual management action and their impacts. 

ALTEQNATIVES 

The majority of members of this organization support the goals and objectives 
listed for AlternatIve C: however, in several instances, those listed under 
Alterqatije D not-e closely parallel our preferred alternatlves for specific 
planning :ssues. This WI 11 be noted as we proceed througn this document. 

PLAFINIYG ISSUES 

1. Crucial Watersheds: We favor the objectives and goals listed under Alterna- 
tive C for this plannirg issue. 
indicated under AlternatIve D. 

However, we feel the management actions 
particularly D-4, are more likely to result 

in realization of the ObJectIves Indicated I" Alternative C. 

2. Livestock Requirements: We favor a balanced multiple use objective for the 
maJorlty of lands in the G.R.A. such as described in Alternative C. 
Specifically we support C-5, C-6, C-7, C-8 and C-9. We recamend action 

Mr. Colin P. Chr:stensen 
June 14, 1533 
Page 2 

D-10 over i-i0 because It offers qreater conservation of basic so11 and 
veqetatjor: resources. Econcnlcaily, as a snole, D-10 1s a more favorable 
alternatIve wnen the annual reduct!on of tallnlty to the Colorado River is 
considered al&g .+ith area InccP‘e and employment. 

We can supDort C-11 and C-12 so long as feqclnq activities do not impair 
naturainess I" !qliderness Study and aopealed areas. 

Ye favor O-13 over C-:3 because O-13 offers greater conservation of basic 
resources. 2-13 also -:fers greater potenrlal for ImprovIng water quality 
in the GraInage affectea and in the Coloradb'liver. 

We suooort ,panaqement actions g-13, D-14, D-15 and D-15 and feel they 
are more likely to acnleve stated obJectIves in AlternatIve C. 

Wildlife Habitat Xeaulrenents: ihe majority of members indicated support 
for the obJectives a?d qoals listed unaer Alternative i with one exception. 
We believe wlldlife 'labltat should be managed to support prior estimated 
numberi of big horn sneeo, not to simply maintain current numbers. 
Specifically, we suoport all lianaqement action under Alternative C except 
we favor the following action over those listed under Alternative C: we 
favor D-lS, D-16, D-20, O-27 ano D-30. 

Off-Qoad Vehicle Use: Objectives lIsted under Alternative C most closely 
parellel the recommendation of the organlzaclon on this planning Issue. 
However, .'!e feel management action D-20 more properly should be apart of 
Alternative C. 

Lands Actlons: ObJectives and goals listed under Alternative C and the 
cooresponalng management actlons are favored by this group. 

Utility Corndors: ObJectIves listed under Alternative C and the corres- 
pending management actlons are'favored by this group. 

Minerals: It is interesting to note that while objectlves under Alterna- 
tive C and D for this planning Issue souiid very different, the actual 
impacts from lmplementatlon of management acts under these two alternatives 
are inslgnificantly different. It would seem that even with maxImum 
protection, including maximum wilderness designations. only mlnlmal sacrificer 
in mlneral outpUt would occur [S: 
fewer M.C.F. of natural gas]. 

fewer barrels of oil and less than 1g 
Without exception. every member of this 

orqanlzatlon has indicated support for AlternatIve 0; we do not feel these 
production sacrifices are too much to ask for preserving the scenic beauty 
and the orlmltlve outdoor recreation experience avallable in the G.R.A. 
We very stronqly favor the obJectIves and management actions under Alterna- 
tive D for this plannlnq actlon. 
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35-2 

Mr. Colin P. Christensen 
June 14, 1983 
Page 3 

Recreation: Here again, the goals descrtbed for the various alternatives 

sound very different, but the translation into action via the management 
actions listed, would oroduce little difference In recreation experience. 
We favor the goals, objectives and managwnent actions iisted unaer Alter- 
native C for this olanning issue. More specific information as to output 
differences between the various alternatives [acres available for O.R.V. 

use, estimated man-hours or days spent in a given type of recreation 
activity, etc.! regarding different classes of recreation use, should be 
proviaed in the final statement. 

Wilderness: This organization very strongly favors the goals of Alter- 
native Cl on this issue and specIfically management action D-43. SOme Of 
the information orovlded on this issue will need to be changed in the final 
document to reflect additional acreages added to the 'W.S.A.'s as a result 
of I.S.L.A. rulings on appealed lands. 

~o:!OMIC CONDITIONS 

Any change in management of these lands, no matter how appropriate they may be, 

will be met with some resistance and resentment on the part of traditional 
users. If the "mix" of management actions we have supported in this document 
were to be implemented, some individual livestock operators would be signif- 
icantly adversely affected. We regret this and do not take this impact lightly. 
However, we feel we have supported those management actions that will allow 
appropriate oroduction of non-renewable resources, promote production on a 
sustained yield basis of renewable resources and protect the unique visual and 
primitive recreational resources of the G.R.A. We feel these objectives must 
be accomplished and supersede In importance the maintenance of profitable live- 
stock operations. 

We have commented in this response on the issues of importance to this organi- 

zation. We found the document somewhat difficult to analize, with much time 
spent cross referencing different alternative charts. However, we have no 
specific reconanenaations on how B.L.M. mtght benefically alter their approach. 
Perhaos this fact speaks to the complexity of the job before public resource 
planners in today's complex society. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond. 

Sincerely, 

17. Brent Griggs D.V.M. 

President. S.O.S. 

RBG/jhs 

Response to Letter 35 from the Slickrock Outdoor Society, Price, Utah, R. 
Brent Griggs, DVM, President 

35-l Management action C-11 would not affect any WSA or appealed 
area. 

35-2 The BLM does not have reliable recreation use statistics for tne 
entire GRA. Based upon orofessional judgment, the recreation 
and ORV management actions analyzed in the alternatives would 
not qreatly alter the total amount of recreation use. In some 
cases, use could be displaced from one area (such as :legro sill 
Canyon in Alternatives C and D) to other areas. 



LETTER 36 
Atlal,lr~Rlch;,eldCompany -5 Srvemar. u,i~~f 

: June 13, 1983 

Mr . Colin Christensen 
Bureau of Land Management 
Grand Resource Area 
P. 0. BOX M 
Moab, UT 84532 

Re : Grand Resource Area Xanagement Plan - 
Utah 

Dear XI-. Christensen: 

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the Bureau of Land 
Management'S Draft EIS and Proposed Grand Resource 
Management Plan in Utah. 

36-1 

We assert that ir. is necessary for the BLX to 
determine whether mineral uses or nonmineral uses are 
the hignest and best use of the public lands as 
evidenced by public interest. However, we are 
concerned with the apparent inequity between energy 
and mineral resources and other resource values. 
believe that energy and mineral resources have not 

We 

received the same full consideration during the 
planning process as is afforded other resources. It 
is inade clear I" the Federal Land and Policy 
:lanagement Act that land management must recognize 
the nation's need for domestic sources of minerals, 
yet It "as been our recurring experience that during 
the plannlnq process only mitigation measures for 
energy and mlnerdl activltles on other resource 
values have been addressed. 
Grand DZIS. 

Such is the case I" the 

a"FilySlS 
Nowhere is there mention of a tradeoff 

or a conflict anal:isis I" ,wnlch the impacts 
of otner resource values on potentlal energy and 
mineral ;ictlVltles are evaiuated. :iowever, there are 
numerous Instances where potential impacts are 
outlined with regard to energy and mlneral activities 
on other resources. 

36-2 Sectlon 102(a) (12) of the Federal Land Policy and 
Xanagement Act (FLPYA) stipulates thair “the oublic 
lands oe managed in a manner wnich recognizes the 
Nation's 
tne 

need for domestlc sources of ;nlnerals...from 
puollc l~nos lnciudlnq impiementatlon ot tne 

illnlnr; and !4inerals ?olicy Act of 1970. 3s it 
sertalns to public l;lnds." The ?ubllc Lanas and 

.?"wzr. I..>.311iCO dl2i7 
'IePrlolle !3 313 2.7 

i 'ltcrllt 
:cIIc L.113S L-cr"ln?lcr 

or. Colin ChrIstensen 
June 13, 1983 
Page 2 

Resources: Planning, ?rogrammlng, and 3udgeting (43 
CFR Part 1600) regulations require the rollowlng 
ineasures for planning: 

0 Present and potential uses of public lands 
shall be considered 

0 Resource demand forecasts and analyses 
relevant to the Resource Area 

0 Opportunities to meet goals and objectives 
defined 1" National and State Director 
quldance 

0 The District Xanager or Resource Area 
Manager shall arrange for resource...data 
and ;nEormacion to be collected. 

0 Several complete, reasonable resource 
management alternatives shall be prepared 
for the Resource Area. 

Since the term 'resource" applies not only to 
renewaole resources but also to nonrenewable 
resources, the above requirements must se applied to 
energy and mineral resources as required by law. 
jihile certain, 
necessar:,, 

reasondole mitigation measures may 
a complete evaluation of energy and 

be 

mineral resource potential .must be made I" order to 
provide the same opportunltles for e"er?y and mlneral 
resource development that are afforded other 
resources. 

Atlantic Richfield belleves that energy and minerals 
must play a ma]or role rn land rnanaqement declslons. 

36-3 The exploration for and development of these 
resources should be provided tar in this plan by 
opening or malntalnlng access to areas which may 
contain these resources. Areas identified as having 
energy and mineral potential should influence other 
resource declslons. Access to these areas should be 
restricted only by the mlnlmum legal standards 
established for environmental protectlon. In areas 
where conflicting resource values may outwelqh 
mlneral values, the BLLY should identify what mlnimun 
environmental protectlo" 1s necessary to meet the 
plan ob]ectlire for these resources. 



36-4 

36-5 

blr . Colin Christensen 
June i3. 1983 
Page 3 

It is inportant for the aI,!.! to recogn1z.e how energy 
and ,7lneral zesource values should influence the land 
nanaqement decisions and the role of .ninerals in the 
formulation of management prescriptions. In order to 
cc~~ly with the FLF&A requirements and to achieve the 
goals and ob]ectives of multiple use management, the 
PLX needs to: 

1. To provide for ;nineral resource and 
development on BLX lands. 

2. Identify lands having energy and mineral 
potential and take action to open or 
maintain access to those resources, while 
meeting minimum legal standards for 
environmental protection. 

3. Identify where conflicting resource values 
outweigh mineral resource values and what 
minimum standards for protection must be 
met to meet the plan objectives. 

The BLM is required to show the effects Of 
alternatives on all resource values, including energy 
and mineral resources. Each of the management 
alternatives selected must identify the tradeoffs 
that wouid occur as a result of the possible 
implementation of that alternative as it relates to 
energy and mineral values. The tradeoffs should 
include: opportunities and restrictions for access to 
minerals, minimum protection stipulations required 
under each alternative, and analysis of relative 
value placed on each conflicting resource. 

The District Manager is required to develop a 
preferred alternative which will meet national and 
State Director guidance. When the preferred plan 
alternative is ultimately selected and published, 
each prescription for management should describe the 
specific impact on energy and mineral resources. 
This should include: the minimum standard 
requirements for surface protection upon issuance 0E 
leases, permits and plans of operation: and what 
additional requirements if any, are to be placed on 
these activities in order to meet the objective of 
the Management Area. Also, the rationale as to why 

Hr. Colin Christensen 
June 13, 1983 
Page 4 

nor-al standards are not sufficient to protect the 
land use ob]ectlve should be delinented. 

In conclusion, we urge that the BLM carefully 
consider our comments in order that the Congressional 
mandates of PLPMA and the Yining and Minerals Policy 
Act are fully implemented and to insure that energy 
and mineral resources are afforded full consideration 
in the land management planning of the puolic lands. 

Sincerely, 

pc3xa-4 

J. R. Mitchell 
CXM:drm 
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Response to Letter 36 from Atlantic Richfield Company, Denver, Colorado 
J.R. Mitchell, Public Lands Coordinator 

36-1 Alternative B, the Production Alternative, would place almost 
the entire GRA in Category 1 (open to oil and qas development 
with only standard stipulations). Under this alternative. 
the entire GRA would be open to mining claims, except l,S50 
acres of widely scattered existing withdrawals. 

Impacts to mineral resources and rights are analyzed in the 
Draft RMP/EIS on the pages given below. Manaqement actions 
not listed are believed to have no impact on minerals. 

Management Action Analysis on Page 

A-10, 8-13 4-12 
A-11, B-14, C-24, D-29 4-13 
A-12 4-15 
A-13, B-16, C-26, 3-31 4-16 
A-14, B-17, C-27, 3-32 4-16 
A-24 ‘J-19 
B-15 4-29, 4-35 
B-18 4-29 
B-30 4-31, 4-32 
C-23 4-48, 4-56, J-57 
c-25 4-49, 4-56, 4-57 
c-40 4-51, 4-57 
g-28 4-70, 4-76, 4-77 
D-30 4-71. 4-76, 4-77 
D-43 4-72, 4-77 

Unavoidable adverse impacts to mineral resources and riqhts 
are described on page 4-80 of the draft. The relationship 
between short-term uses of man's environment and the mainten- 
ance and enhancement of long-term productivity is described 
as it applies fo mineral resources and mineral riqhts on paqe 
4-83. Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of mineral 
resources is discussed on page 4-85. These sectIons, as they 
pertain to the prooosed plan, are included in Chapter 2 of 
this proposed RMP and flnal EIS. 

36-2 The draft document defined qoals and objectives for manaqement 
of the public lands. Pages l-14 and 1-17 contain the criteria 
followed in the minerals analysis. These cntcria recoqnlze 
the National policy guidance referenced. 

Resoonse to Letter 36. concluded 

36-2 Data were collected and presented both in the RMP and in tne 
cont'd. unpublished preliminary document, the MSA. 

Throughout the draft document, four alternatives are clearly 
designated. 

36-3 The minimum degree of-protection necessary to prevent damage to 
specific resource values was determined through an EA, wniih 
served as the basis for the oil and qas leasing category systen. 
Locatable mineral withdrawals of 32,000 acres and 47,000 acres 
were proposed under Alternatives C and 3 respectively. 

36-4 Trade-offs and the results of the various alternative> at-3 
the subject of Chapter 4 of the draft document. Specific 
figures on the number of oil and gas wells are contained \tltni- 
the chapter. 

36-5 Throughout the draft document, Alternative C is identified as 
the preferred alternative. Prescriptions are outlined iI: de- 
tail. 



LETTER 37 
Mr. Colin Christensen 
Bureau of Land Management 
Grand Resource Area 
June 13, 1983 
Page Two 

1970, as it pertains to public lands". The Public Lands and Resources; Planning, 
Programming, and Budgeting (43 CFR Part 1600) regulations require the following 
measures for planning: 

. Present and potential uses of public lands shall be considered; 
z 
I * Resource demand forecasts and analyses relevant to the Resource Area; 

June 13, 1983 
. The District Manager or Resource Area Manager shall arrange for 

resource...data and information to be collected; 

. Several complete, reasonable resource management alternatives shall be 
prepared for the Resource Area. 

Mr. Colin Chrlscensen 
Bureau of Land Management 
Grand Resource Area 
P.O. Box M 
Hoab, L'l. 84532 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

Since the term "resource" applies not only to renewable resources but also to 
nonrenewable resources, the above requirements must be applied to energy and 
i&era1 resources as required by law. While certain, reasonable mitieation mea- 
sures may be necessary, a complete @valuation of energy and mineral resource 
potential must be made in order to provide the same opportunities for energy and 
mineral r@sourc@ development that are afforded other r@sourc@s. 

I am writing on behalf of the Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association (RMOGA), 
a trade association of approximateiy 800 individuals and companies involved in all 
aspects of oil and gas exploration, production, and transportation activities 
throughout the Rocky Mountain West. We appreciate this opportunity to conrnent on 
the Draft EIS and Proposed Management Plan for the Grand Resource Area. 

We assert that it is necessary for the BLM to determine whether mineral uses 
or nonmineral uses are the highest and best use of the public Lands as evidenced 
by public interest. nowever ( we are concerned with the apparent inequity between 
energy and mineral resources and other resource values. We believe that energy 
and mineral resources have not received the same full consideration during the 
planning process as is afforded other resources. It is made clear in the Federal 
Land and Policy Management Act (FLPMA) that Land management must recognize the 
nation's need for domestic sources of minerals, yet it has been OUT recurring 
experience that during the planning process only mitigation measures for energy 
and mineral activities on other resource values have been addressed. Such io the 
case in the Grand OEIS. Nowhere is there mention of a tradeoff analysis or a 
conflict analysis in vhich the impacts of other resource values on potential energ 
and mineral activities are evaluated. However ) there are numerous instances where 
potential impacts are outlined with regard to energy and mineral activities on 
other resources. 

Section lOZ(a)(lZ) of FLPMA stipulates that "the public Lands be 
manner which recognizes the Nation’s need for domestic sources of 
the public Lands including implementation of the Xining and Uiner 

PMOGA believes that energy and minerals must play a major role in land manage- 
ment decisions. The exploration for and development of these resources should be 
provided for in this plan by opening or maintaining access to areas which may 
contain these r@sourc@s. Areas identified as having energy and mineral potential 
should influence other resource decisions. Access to these areas should be 
restricted only by the minimum Legal standards established for environmental 
protection. In areas where conflicting resource values may outveigh mineral 
VSlWS, the BLM should identify what minimum environmental protection is necessary 
to meet the plan objective for these resources. 

It is important for the BLM to recognize how energy and mineral resource 
values should influence the land management decisions and the role of minerals in 
the formulation of management prescriptions. In order to comply with the FLPMA 
requirements and to achieve the goals and objectives of multiple us*@ management, 
the BLM needs to: 

1. Provide for mineral r@sourc@ and development on BLM lands; 

2. Identify lands having energy and mineral potential and take action to 
open or maintain access to those resources, while meeting minimum Legal 
standards for environmental protection; 

3. Identify where conflicting resource values outweigh mineral resource 
values and what minimum standards for protection must be met to meet the 
plan objective. 



Hr. Colln Chrlstensrn 
Bureau of Land !la”agrm@nr 
Grand Resource Area 
June 13, 1983 
Page Three 

The BLP, us required to show the erfects of alternatlves on all r@sourC@ 
values, Lncluding energy and mlnerni resources. Each of :he nenagemenr alter- 

“atIves selected must idenclfy the tradeoffs that would occur as a result of the 
possible implementarlon ot that zilternat~ve 8s it relates to energy and mineral 
values. The tradeoffs should Include: opportunlcies and restricclons for access 

to nlnrrals, minloum protection stlpulaclons resulred under each alternative, and 
analvsls ot relative value placed on each conflicting r@sourc@. 

The District Xsnager is required to develop a preferred alternative which 
will meet Nac~onal and State DIrector guidance. When the preferred plan alter- 
“stlve 1s ulclmntely selected and published, each prescriptlo” for management 
shouid flescrLbe the specific impact on energy and mrneral reb~urces. This should 
include: ih@ minimum standard requlr@m@“ts for surface protection upon issuanC@ 
or !eases, pernIts snd plans ot operatlo”; and what addltlonal requirements, if 

=*v 2 are to be placed on these actxvitles in order to meet the objective of the 
Flanagemenr Area. Also, the ratlonsle as to why normnl standards are not sufficient 
to protect the land use obJecti”@ should be delinented. 

In conclusion, we urge that the BLM carefully consider our conrments in order 
that the Congressional mandotes of FLPHA and the Mining and Minerals Policy Act 
sre :ully lmpiemenced and to insure that energy and mineral r@sourc@s are afiorded 
iull constderatlon in the land management planning of the public Lands. 

Sinceraly, 

i ,._ - 
Alice I. Frell 
Lands Director 

AIF/dar 

Response to Letter 37 from Rocky Nountain Oil and Gas Association, Inc., 
Denver, Colorado, Alice I. Frell, Lands Director 

37-l Please see the response to Lptter 36. 

LETTER 38 
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June 21, 1083 

bit-. Gene ilodine 
:loab District :!anager 
Bureau of Land iianagement 
P. 0. Box 970 
Yoab, UT 34532 

3ear Roland: 

The state of Utah has completed its revlew of the Craft Grana Resource 
Area Management Plan and Environmental :moact Statement. This document :s a 

pioneerirg effort at land management planning in Utah ano represents J :rear 
amount of effort by the Grand Resource Area Office of the 3ureau of Lana 
Yanagerrent. !le are pleased to be able to participate as Parr cf the revue:, 
process, and our comments are intenaed to be constructive ana to ald :he B;:,i 
in improving the final product. 

As always, we appreciate ant! are benefited b:~ the cooperative ana 

constructive relationship that exists between the aL;l ano tne state. If 'be 
can provide any additional Comments or clarificatlcn, please contact the 
Department of Elatural Resources. 

Z izcerely, 

h? -r-- 
Governor 

St01 :tar 

I. . ..~. ~~.~ ~~~~~ -- __--.._ _.. . __.. -... . ..--- _---- _.--. 
L,,‘.,YL,,YYL ..,,= ,\yccL, L,UY..LCI-.. .._1L. ..- -rr------- ----- 

-rr.- .-..-_, 



38-: 

June 16, lS83 

STATE COMWEE!TS ON THE ELI! DRAFT GRAbID RESOURCE 

AREA I+ANAGEI.:ENT PLAN EtiVIROilMEKTAL INPACT STATEMENT 

The Draft Grand Resource Area Management Plan (RFIP) Environmental Impact 

Statement is a first attempt to formulate an RHP for Utah and represents a 

great amount of effort by the Grand Resource Area Office of the BLM. This 

document contains some very useful informatior , and data on !and use activities 

and on the various options available to the t3LI4 for future management of these 

lands. llhile there are many good points in favor of this araft R::P, there are 

also faults. 

This document represents a pioneering effort at land i"anagement plinning 

in Utah and, therefore, will as a matter of course require some refining. As 

it is presently drafted, it is not an acceptable plan. This response, as in 

any review process, is intended to point out errors and to aid the BL;,l in 

revising and improving the XP to make it a [lore useful ano accurate plan. Tc 

that end the following comments are submitted: 

SEKERAL CC:::.'E:!TS 

There is a problem with the general organization 31111 format of the RMP. 

it is difficult to follow the goals, objectives, ana imanagement adtions for 

the various alternatives from one chapter to the t'ext. Zt is confusing and 

difficult to have to turn back and forth in the document to follow a topic; 

e.g., environmental ilnpacts in Zhapter Four. :I: irany cases, the appentiices 

contain more useful information than the main zocunent itself and in a format 

easier to understand. 

38-2 

Perhaps the most confusing aspect of this draft Rt:P is the "Selection of 

the Alternatives." These alternatives seem to have been selected without 

regard for their feasibility and implementability with respect to land use 

management goals and mandates. A resource management plan should dras on any 

and all accepted land management techniques to provide for (as exemplified by 

the ilultiple Use-Sustained Yield Act) a full spectrum of land uses. 

Substantive Comments 

Grazinq 

There appears to be a conflict and lack of consistency between the 

planning criteria for Issue 2, Livestock Requirements, and the goals an" 

objectives for Alternative A, which is the preferred alternative for livestock 

requirements. 

On Page l-3, it indicates that the planning criteria are to guide the 

decision-making process by helping to design and formulate the alternatives in 

the RI?P and to identify the management decisions needed. 

On Page l-8, under Planning Criteria for Livestock Requirements, it 

indicates that major consideration shall be given to the follor;lng: 

1. Condition and capability of the vegetation to sustain existing and 

future levels of grazing use; 

2. Keed to manipulate iivestock grazing tc Lenefit livestcck, ;/ildlife, 

and vegetation; 

3. To improve livestock distribution; and 

4. I:eed to improve soil, ,;iatershed, and vegetative conditions. 

These conflict with the soal and objectives stated in Table 2-l for 

Alternative A. The goal for Alternative A is to continue present levels of 

resource use. The objective for watersheds is to provide r,;itigation to ensure 

protection of critical watersneds. The objective for livestock reauirements 
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is to rairtaln vegetatjve conditions to benefit livestcck and nalntaln 

existir;g allotment management plans. The objective for :,:ild!ife habitat 

requirements is to panage habitat to favor a diversity of :,ildiife ulth a 

variety cf big game, upland game, waterfowl, ard fish?r(i to sapport ctirrer!: 

?iz game populations. 

The 3anagenenT actions tc acccrrolish these oo:ectlves are ilster! I- 

-able Z-2. Uriaer P?lternative A, Livestoch Pequirerenzs, It inaicates tbst the 

-'ara*enent ;ct7on IS to continue preseI:t rar,agen;enr tc -cneflt livestoc;. 5) 

-2lrtainirg yresepr ~ped~um to high ecclogiccl canci?io~ cr. il ai:otrerr: zrl, 

tc cint:nLe :?E exlstlng ai!ctrxnt cana*cmenr ;lans or: 6 aiiotwnts to 

r;aictsir. and 3;prove present rreaium tc nigh ecological c?rclticn. ;i::i 

invo:ves authcrlrlng crazlnr; use at present Tevels, ..iilcts ;s the averGqe ci 

:'e ~asx five years, to accor,plish the objective of maintalcing and ir:prcilri 

lrerfnt ccz:c;lcal conc7t3ons. :'oritor!ns sthaies shcuiri(; cKaii<:es ii‘ rhe 

-nc,-Z+izn _" ./ ou:c ceternine whether stocking rates shoula be aclJustea. 

These coals, cbuectives, and xanarement acr:oTs ar,pear :c be Incofisistent 

; ltn :br 'rfcrration oresented in Aopenaix I. For exannle, on the 3iamonn 

II 'I':'-erz aJprcx;r,ately ape trird of the area :s ;:sted in !c., eccicglcal 

?crc~t~Crs end only ! percent :n i-l:h ecolcg~c~l copdit:cn. ‘i;ls allotment 

C:r*iiiS ci t't scpcr tpc nf 1'ixorlo iarqon, ..i:lch 1s 0 rcfeo, steep, and 

Parr-cd carycr tjDlCZ1 ci the 2001; Cliffs area. -'me only sultable range 15 the 

carl'cr *Sttir, ..iilcr :i "eavll:: Graze<. Ti;:s 18 evldercec uy the 9reser;t 

.pcetatlve cuber ccnslst;cl a.lrost er,tlrPly cf ?lg sagcbrbsh atid bl? 

-act:tPr,,sc i.ltP very 'ittle .r~::er:tcrj. ?cndltlcns ',c 1!2rtve icmehnat in 

the coDer roacses ,rlere there 2re ::ne ii,:ail I eaoows, cut these I:faoo\is are 

:;eavl ly ;rszec. -'qi* type fit 15e t.ces ret ;ct.fi 1t:elf tc I::prcvel,ler,t :r, 

' <cc Ic:.ca ;c~dl:i:r or even palrta:rir; :+e exlst7rg ccrcltlon. 

38-3 

Another exaTp!e :,:ouid be the Cucfihorr: Allotment. This al:otnent is 

presently cnder an allotrlent -nanager;ent p?an, but tt;e plan appareniiy hcsn't 

been fcl!c:.!ed very ,wil. ihere is poor livestock distribcticn, which results 

in portions of the a':otpent being cversrare i ar:c the other portions Leing 

uncerqazec. 

-be Sands Flat portion of this allctxenz :s a ,Jsoc example 03: an area 

overgrazed. Tiie Granite Creek seecinr: 15 an examole ci an area thar receives 

orl:: 'icht use. The A:'? r:eeds tc CE fclio:.e?; cr revl;ecI cs hec?ssary 5'; ;et 

better :ivestcck distribution ant, thus, "Jre ;r;lfor? sAt>17:at:cn of :?e rancc. 

'iese erancles are poirtea out to il'Lstrate tPc2 fact ttsat iICe stare Lies 

$05 ::eiieve the proposed manageiNlent actIons ::iil a!,,ays tieneflt 17vesrccA cr 

.;j:r]ife are > , at the sare tome, r:alntair a reciun to hict: c-ccii:lca; ccr:z~t~cr. 

::ilc:ifc 

-be srate thrcurn the Civisior of .>ilc;ife Zesources a3prec13tes xe 

3rport47;:y tc ::crk ccozeratively with the :L:: in establishirs ana maintair:nr: 

a oczb;atlon of bit horfi sheep in the Grand Sesource Area ('CKA:, ccr~:patlLle 

*with !ives;ocl~ and ether :'ilclife populations. 

-able 2-i fSLrr;ary cf "anasei;ent Actions for the A:ternstives!, states 

ti‘at under ;:kerraElve 1 cildlife habitat :,oulc be rranagea tc support, '. . . 

estjnatec prlrr stable r,,nbers ." if ;eer, ccl:, tina ar,telopc. iit, lr, 

Acperdix r: future At:"S shor.n for those -3ecles ;n each allctnent are less, in 

rest instances, tt:ar: :;ould te rccujrec. Ye Eivisicn of Xlldlife gesources 

provided prior-stable nwbers and ,'K! reculrements ';cr these numbers to 9L:I in 

the slannlng process irid shoL:u be retlected ir, r;pend~x #1. 

::ownere in ihaoter 1 co ;~lanning ?:sues fir 3:lldlife pent!on sarjebrusn 

coptrol inpacts or 4ai;e ?rcuse i?aGes i-C' ::or ircrcased ill 21112 idas :rllling 

,activity and poachlrg pwssure nn chukars. Tre ::'2 snouid Propose a uror;ran 

(2, I I, ,, 8, I ,1 I// ,I, 81, ., ,, II ,, “,, ,.,a .I ,,,I ,1,, ,,I, 
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to protect strutting and brooding habitats for these species to maintain and 

hopefully increase their low populations. 

The economic value of hunting (Pages 3-33) does not include the 8,000 

hunter-days of recreation for upland game hunting. The 1980 Survey of Fishing 

and Hunting conducted by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicated upland 

game hunters spent an average $lllhunter-day for 9oods and services. This 

would bring an estimated $88,000 to the local economy from upland game hunting. 

The RKP does not mention small game or cougar and bear. Even though 

these resources are relatively inconsequential, at least cougar, bear, and 

chukars should be mentioned. He commend the BLM for its plans on monitorin 

the objectives and management actions of the resource management plan, 

Pages 2-02 through 2-66. 

In view of Executive Crder i!o. lTS90 and the U. 5. iish ano :!ildlife 

Service mitigation policy concernin: the protection of rlparian-wetlana 

habitats, it seems inappropriate fcr any management opt:on that :ould 

negatively affect such habitat types. 

There is no tine frame identified in the KP ilhen reservation of all 

forage and space on Pear Park, Spring Creek, and Castle '/alley :illl occur ana 

te fully irplemented. This should be icentified. 

The bonytail chub has now been feaerally listed as endangered. Also, the 

?liP should note that at least one bald eagle toes nest jr, tne resource area 

along the Colorado River, and that two (2) confirmed si9htings af black-fcoted 

ferrets occurrea in the Crescent Junction-Thcnlpson area Uurlng uu!y, !$a2. 

Because of the bald eagle and the great blue heron rcokery ir tne ,,estwatcr 

area, ::e reccirmend that the CL!' retain ownershlo of the ;pproxlnate;y iC acres 

of land involved (see Pages 4-74 of the K!IP). 

6 

Rinerals 

Under the management actions for the alternatives, there appear to be 

virtually no difference among them for an issue such as minerals. On Page 

S-14 the draft states that oil production under the diffcrcnt alternatives 

would be: 

Alternative A F C c - - - 

Number of 'jells 150 155 145 ___ 

Carrels of Production 50,000 50,oco GS,SOG ~7,500 

Given the speculative nature of these production estimates, there is no 

significant difference between these alternatives. Similar coi,iments also 

apply to the natural gas production estimates. 

38-4 The draft RllP also fails to address the environmental problems associated 

with present and future mining and milling operations in the Grand Resource 

Area; i.e., uranium, potash, tar sand, etc. 

!lilderress 

Because wilderness studies are beinr; pursuec apart frcm the inaivldual 

area management plans, and more importantly because the decision authority 

over wilderness cesi9nations rests ult;r:ately ,,lth the Lor;r,ress. it is 

difficult to aaequately aoaress the wilderness Issue in this cocument. Final 

ranarement cecisions should foil;\< the exlstlr5 xllcerress study anc 

1 designation process, and cannot be arbitrsrii; ct'argea to coincide alth 

--r 
alternatives formulatea for this E:'. .;s iblllred in the i.3, the wllcerness 

alternatives are probably unrealistic and don't alla very !ucn to the 

discussion rf :+e wilderness Issue in the urar!d Yesource Jea. 

38-5 Yore apprcorlately, the alternatlves couia address, ior examole, :he reed 

to manage non-reccmmendcd or nOI?-GeSlscatcd ..SA's for I-ult:ple resowcs 

values. :t :s not necessarily true that wtlderress values are !oSt 'Men an 
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area is not formally designated. Some areas or portions of areas could be 

managed to protect significant wilderness or scenic values while at the Same 

time allowing for other resource production and use. There should be 

flexibility within the RMP to address these issues on a site specific basis. 

In some Moab District Wilderness Site Specific Analyses it is reccmmended 

that certain areas be managed as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

(ACEC) or as Outstanding Natural Areas if they are not included in the 

National Wilderness Preservation System. The draft RMP, however, toes not 

discuss these management options, even though they could present a different, 

and perhaps more realistic, set of alternatives. We understano that the 

uncertainty surrounding the wilderness issue conlpiicates the analysis, but a 

different approach would make it more useful. 

Off-Road Vehicle Use 

The panagenent alternatives and acticns proposed in the four alternatlves 

propose designation of all lands as open (Alternatives A ana G), or 

designation of about one-third of the Grand Resource Area as limited to 

existing roads and trails and close some sensitive areas (Alternatives C 

and D). These, however, fail to address the specific "traditional use" roads 

and trails in some areas proposed to be closed and ignores the increasing 

problem of so11 erosion-and 'wildlife thabitat disruption In the nearly 

two-thirds of the resource area proposed to be managed for unrestrictea CRY 

use. The draft RI:P should contain in its alternatives the recognition that 

blanket designations limit the ability of the ELI: to consider Site or 

arca-specific neeos that may be contrary to the overall blanket desljnations. 

For instance, there may be many specific sltcs or areas wlthin the nearly 

one nillion acres to be deslr;nated as open to 4V use in the GA that 3reSent 

38-7 
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significant potential for soil erosion and habitat degradation if not nanagea 

to limit ORV use to existing roads or trails. A different land [management 

alternative could be to designate sptcific areas as open, specific areas as 

closed, and all other areas as limited tc existing rcais ant, trails sith 

allowable exceptions for mineral exploration and livestoc!; Ireds. This iioulc 

allow virtually all valid rights and Llses to be exercised ;.hile raking a oig 

step towards controlling erosion and habitat degraaing activities due to 

unrestricted ORV use. 

This issue is intimately connected to all the nanagenont Issues 

identified in the draft RtlP as being critical; such as soil erosion, habitat 

degradation, grazing conflicts, and water salinity concerns. 'here arc 

probably many areas where unrestricted ORV use could occur \,lthout 

significantly contributing to the problems inaicated above, !ut the craft R;,P 

does not sufficiently identify these areas in the alternatlves. This Tack of 

more detailed site-specific analysis makes it difficult to accept ah) one of 

the four alternatives as being an acceptable land management alternative for 

this issue. 

Salinity 

The Grana Resource ,\rea I,as reiatlvely :e\i b,ater 2eveionment 

opportunities, yet it is a large contributor to Salinity In the Coloraao River 

system. !ie were imoressea with the awareness ci the iL:! personnel ih this 

area of the Salinity problem and its CauSes and oulte satisrled wltri :!le 

recommendations for salinity control :r,cluueo :n the alterratlve plans. 

One problem, however, relates to ccst cffeCtlveneSS. 11tnougn the 

benefits from the Salinity control activities reCClllmcnilea ;r. the aTtercative 

plans are quantified (Pages J-52 and G-73), .ie were unable to find in the 
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1 report the associated costs that must be incurred to attain these benefits. 

From an overall salinity control standpoint, it is desirab'le to establish 

funding priorities in relation to cost effectiveness (i.e., dollars per mg/l 

reduction at Imperial Dam). We recommend that estimates of ccst effectiveness 

be made and included at an appropriate place in the report. 

Coordination and Consultation 

The draft RMP should recognize the need for coordination and consultation 

between the BLM and the state on many land management issues, such as: 

Livestock Management - There is no mention of coordination with the state 

or any other group or agency that has management responsibilities for large 

blacks of land within or adjacent to BLM allotments. Grazing allotments 

should be coordinated between agencies if possible. 

38-9 

! 

Fire Wanagement - There is no mention of cooperation or consultation r;ith 

the agencies regarding prescribed burns as a management tool. 

38-10 Sovereign Lands - i:o mention of sovereign lands or ownership 

determination of sovereign lands along the Colorado River. The potential 

conflict of CLIl/state ownership should be addressed, particularly the minerals. 

38-11 Wildlife Resources - There is no mention of a cooperative work effort 

betv:een BLtl and the state in the establishment of hero unit ::anageroent plans 

and orojected herd harvests. 

38-12 The draft R:IP identifies many of the significant lanti management concerns 

that need to be addressed by the BL!4, but the formulation of the alternatives 

does not seem to allow for a broad-based resoluticn of them. This is, 

"owevet-, a gooa first step in this process, but the alternatives for each 

planning Issue should identify specific further planning reeds for letermlning 

iG 

other management options necessary in order to achieve the stated plannlrg 

goals. No one alternative proposed in the draft RI,lP would accompiish the 

stated goals without further elaboration on how specific issues that nay arise 

contrary to the proposed actions would be resolved. A reformation cf the 

alternatives is necessary. 

Resoonse to Letter 38 from the State of Utah, Scott M. Matheson, 
Governor 

38-1 The Grand RMP format follows the format recommended in Secticr 
1502.10 of the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines. 
This format specifies separate chaoters for alternatives, 
affected environment, and environmental consequences. The 

management actions described under each alternative were 
selected to be consistent with the goals and objectives dis- 
played on pages 2-2 throuqh Z-4 of the draft document. All 
of the management actlons discussed are considered to be 
feasible. Xot all of the approaches to resolving the issues 
would be equally practical, nor would they involve equlvalant 
environmental, resource, economic, and social impacts. 

38-2 The agency's preferred alternative is Alternative C (not t'. 
as discussed on page S-20 in the draft document. The manaae- 
ment actions proposed under Alternative C are consistent \i:tr, 
the criteria for the Livestock Requirements issue. 41terna- 
tive A would not resolve the issue to the extent that Alter- 
native C would. For analysis our-poses, the oroposed actin 
is to continue existing management. Based upon the analysis, 
Alternative C was selected in the Draft RMP/EIS as the pre- 
ferred alternative. 

33-3 The intent of Appendix K of the Draft RMP/EIS is to portrav 
only those animal unit months (AUMS) that can be produced as 
a result of the manaaement actions under consideration. kper- 
dix K was not intended to snow prior stable populations or 
pnor stable AUMs. 4s aqreed in past meetinqs with VDYR, <LX 
has included prior stable population fiqures in the ?raft ?YP.'EIS. 
This was done on pages Z-32, 3-10, 3-11, 3-13, and 5-6. 

The attainment of foraqe for elk, deer, and antelope at the 
estimated prior stable population level is a long-term objx- 
tive of Alternative i. The manaqement actions in Alternatlvp 
C are designed to create habitat conditions that would enable 
populations to approach prior- stable population levels. 
Forage allocation will be made on the basis of S-year averacre 
wildlife and livestock use throuqh monltorinq studies. jv 
monltorinq the ,-anoe and wildlife habitat trend during tnls 
period, BLM can determine carrvinq capacities for both wlldlife 
and livestock. 

e , r ,, . ,, . - . 
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Response to Letter 38, continued 

38-3 Prior to conducting sagebrush control actions, areas will be 
cont'd. examined for possible imoacts to saae grouse. Sage qrouse 

were not mentioned in the planning issues because their ooou- 
lations are extremely low. EL:1 would appreciate any informa- 
tion UDWR may be able to provide regarding saqe qrouse 
struttinq and broodinq habitat in the GRA and will consult 
with UDWR prior to takinq action that could impact sage grouse. 
Once identified, areas can be protected through use of oil 
and gas leasinq cateqory stipulations, habitat management plans, 
or grazing systems, as appropriate. 

The local economic importance estimates of ihunting account fur 
only big game hunting and related exoenditures. iipland and 
small game were not identified as being impacted by any of the 
proposed management actions; therefore, the local economic 
importance cf upland and small game hunting was not discussed. 

ELM is unaware of significant habitat management problems with- 
in the GRA reqarding mountain lion, black bear, or chukar par- 
tridge. These species have been added to Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment in the draft (see Chapter 3 of this proposed RMP 
and final EIS). 

The extent of illegal harvest of wildlife is unknown. BLf4 
welcomes suqgestions for ways the Bureau can assist UDWR to 
resolve these oroblems. 

Management Action C-15 (or O-18) would be implemented inmediately. 

At the time the draft document was written, the bald eaale 
nest site had not been located, and the black-footed ferret 
sightings had not been confirmed This new information oer- 
taining to the threatened and rndenqered species (includinq 
humpback chub) has been incorporated into Chapter 3 of the pro- 
posed RMP and final EIS. RLM recoqnizes the importance of these 
tracts. These areas were not considered for disposal in the 
preferred alternatlve of the Draft RMP/EIS. 

33-4 The alternatives analyzed provide different combinations of re- 
source protection and production. Althouqh the acreaqes that 
would be included in the four oil and oas leasing categories var 
amonq the altrrnatlves, the imoacts upon 011 and qas exploration, 
development, and production wnuld not vary qreatly, because of 
careful consideration of oil and gas resources durinq the deve- 
lopment of the alternatives Every effort was made to exclude 

Response to Letter 38, continued 

38-4 
cont'd. 

38- 5 

38-6 

from the more restrictive categories (i.e., Categories 3 and 
4) areas where the presence of oil and gas resources was sus- 
pected, while providing protection for sensitive resource 
values. Most of the areas considered for inclusion in Cate- 
gories 3 and 4 are not known to be favorable for oil and gas 
production; thus protection of sensitive resources on these 
areas would have little effect upon the estimates of future 
production. 

The impacts of future mining activity under the various 
alternatives are described on pages 4-12, 4-27, 4-48, and 
4-69 of the draft. 

The preliminary wilderness suitabiliTy recommendations in the 
draft have been deleted in the oropased RMP and final EIS. 
Preliminary suitability recommendations will be made throuqh the 
Utah statewide wilderness EIS (refer to the Introduction to the 
proposed RMP for more information). 

Chapter 1 of this prooosed RMP and final EIS contains a section 
entitled "Management of Wilderness Study Areas." which describes 
how areas currently under wilderness review would be manaqed 
under the RMP if not desiqnated wilderness. For example, a por- 
tion of the Negro Bill Canyon WSA would be managed as an ONA. 
ACEC desiqnation was not proposed ln the 'lraft RMP/EIS, as it 
was determined that other multiple use management actions could 
adequatelv protect resource 'values. 

The ORV designations analyzed in Alternative C would not slgni- 
ficantly impact the use of traditional roads and trails. Onlv 
two routes, one in Westwater Canyon and one in Negro sill Canvon, 
would be closed. An additional 7 miles of duplicate roads II: the 
Mill Creek area would be closed. 

Figure l-6 on page l-11 of the draft shows the areas wnere the 
wnere the interdisciplihary team found ORV use to be a concern. 
These areas were Identified for a variety of reasons. ORV re- 
lated sol1 erosion and wildlife habitat disruption are not 
considered to be significant problems ln other areas at this 
time. 

The District llanaqer currently has authority to institute 
site-specific ORV restrictions, snoldld it become necessary 
t0 imDlement Such measures. I!n additlnnal nRV restrictions 
besides those analyzed in tne draft, are contemplated at tn/s 
time. 
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38-7 

38-8 

3a- 9 

38-10 

38-11 

38-12 

The quantification of benefits for salinity control activities 
was the first step in the impact analysis. A cost-benefit 

analysis will be performed at the activity plan level, after 
approval of the RMP. Preliminary esitmates, as identified 
with the Upper Colorado River Salinity Forum, indicate an 
average cost-to-benefit ratio of 2.5 to 1. Final figures 
will be determined when specific programs and activities are 
outlined. 

The GRA staff coordinates frequently with other agencies such 
as the State of Utah, National Park Service, and USFS which 
administer adjacent land. Coordination with the State of Utah 
takes place under the guidelines established in the cooperative 
agreement of September 1978. As of May 1983, livestock grazing 
was no longer authorized within Arches and Canyonlands national 
parks. The BLM has a memorandum of understanding with the USFS 

which coordinates grazing manaqement on adjacent land. This is 

discussed on page 3-6 of the draft. Also see Chaoter 4 of this 
proposed RMP and final EIS for further discussion of consultation 
and coordination during development of the plan. 

Consultation and coordination with other agencies on fire 
management and prescribed fires will take place when specific 
fire management plans are drafted. 

The resolution of Federal/State land ownership question along 
the Colorado River is beyond the scope of the RMP. 

Wildlife habitat manaqement plans and other types of activity 
plans, such as allotment management plans, will be developed at 

the next stage of BLM planning, to carry out the decision of 
the RMP. Additional coordination with UDWR will take place 
at that time. 

Approval of the RMP will mark the completion of the first step 
of a three-part planning process. The RMP is intended to pro- 

vide broad quidance for management. Activity plans such as 

allotment management plans, wildlife habitat management plans, 

and fire manaqement plans will contain manaqement direction for 
specific areas. Project plans will be developed to assure pro- 
per implementation of on-the-ground improvements. Throughout 
the entire planninq process, the various resources and uses 
associated with particular sites are considered, so that trade- 

offs can be made consistent with the overall goals of the RMP 
and with leqal requirements. 
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LETTER 39 

“NlTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION “ill 

JUL 5 1983 ,860 LlNCOLN STREET 

DENVER. COLORADO 80295-0689 

Ref: SPY-El 

Colin P. Christensen 
BLY, Grand ?esource Area 
P.O. 70x ‘.A 
Yeah, IJtah 3453? 

gear Ir. Christensen: 

The Reqion VIII Office of the 5PA nas conolatel its revis of the Grand 
Resource Area Xanaqement Plan and Draft CIS and offers the illoring colanents 
for your consideration. 

Ve are olease-l to se3 the attention given the salinity issue i,i tne 515. 
The analysis is generally in-deotb and to the ooiit. 'de support the salinity 
control neasures szaqested in the orePerred alternative. '-lowever, since X:1 s 
own studies, The Effects of Stirface Disturbance on the Salinity of Public 
Lands in the Uooer ,:olorado iiver 3asin 3nd (Control of Sali,?ity fron Point 
Sources Yielding ;round'Yater :Iiscnarge and from Diffuse Surface lunoff in tne 

IJvE?r Colorado 7iver lasin, indicate tnat grazing management 'nay ,e smonq i10 
most cost-effective methods availaole for salinity control. 'ie suggest taat 
you reconsider the decision to ,tiait five years ,,efore imoienenting needed 
changes to grazing oractices. 

Ti2 ZIS does l>t IJequatelv assess tne seven ,lilderless Study Areas 
('.IS,l' 5 1 . The site-soecific analyses (SS\) on the ISA's are not prominently 
mentioned in tile EIS nor "-a tiey -eadilY availsole. The lack of distci',ution 
of t'le SSj's orovided 3 stumbling block ix- the review of ,rilderness 
recomnendations on tne oart 3T tile r?vieYinq agencies a,ld concerned sitizens. 
This is a seriotls F1aw relative to tne ,iEP4 orocess and the CEg regulations. 
Our concerns are furtler outlined in our attacned Ietailad Comments. 

According to t'le system C')? muses to rate draft EIS's, Tne brand Resource 
4ru3 'lanaq:mn"nt 113~ 3.33 ?rait '18 ,/ill >e listed 11 the Federal icgiit?- as 

E9-?. This 'means t?at alt'lough 'de believe the orooosad action oiFers oosltive 
StYIS to'qards i,norovl?g salinity and ?tl?r ,rat?r quality oroolzns i,l the 

resoilrce area, "de :YoulJ like to see additional :dater quality and salinity 
aeasures from \lt?rnatiV? I aJo~t?d ?nd ilcoroornt?d into t'~ )rsposed 

liternative. :,le also believe tent a five year delay in cnanges in grazinq 
practices to f?rrt,l?r study tia ')ro31?71 1s an lrnreasonaolv lonq aeriod. I'. 
wo!ljd seem that after 'jears Of ?WWieflCe vital the range reso,Jrces in the 

W?3, rlnqe nanagement decisions :o,lld >n la,de no,. !f "9" ;13ve n"v 
questions, please contact 7enn1s Sonocki at .'TS 3?7-4731 ,x 337-X331. 

Siir?relv yours, 

L‘G= ‘<<..,7-- 
S?th C. 'lunt 
\c:inq legional Idnlnistratoi 

n,,mnn,r,, “b,,h, L.._ i--- I~-. AL 1 I Lo ?, . , 
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One of our 7rina.w areas of concern in o'ur revie'q nas 2+3n .rater 
qualitv. .ie ~~C')?l?il? ml' 3fi;ica coordin3Le vour ,rater n'uall:y rffor:; :IL~ 
the 'Jtah 3ureau of !ater Dolldtion Control and t:le arewide iater dual;:,/ 

- Tl3Wg?lent 71911111 32ency !SOtlt+lZ3St?r!l jtah isi?clatlDn 2; '.ocal 

governments). It ,qould be 'ieloful to 'wrk irith the area&de aqencv in 
orioritizinq ce1t133i ratersleds in order tlat t._. v=atrnelt ,/ill De consist-?nL 
Iwith the area0de olans. 'Je 3180 e1cow3qe YOU to coordinate ,vith jopraxrlata 
state and local qovernmenf 
for critical x,fatersheds. 

aqencies in vorkinq to:lards 'illing the data 33')s 
The final '1s 810~13 recommend a plan and a 

tlwt331-? to leet tn-3se inoortant data 1221s. 

'le are ewodr3ged bv t'le attention liven t'lz snlinitv ls*ue in the ZIS. 
T'le '1s 311r?sses C'le isslle ;n 3 str aimtfor.iarcl ml in-oeot'l .nanner. .a 
stronqlv suooort Lie measures outlined in t:le oreferred alternativa tn xorove 
,~ater qualitv and reduce sllinitv i-noacts. iorever, :lt2-1aLl~~e ? off-?-s 
substantive additional ,vater quality oroteztion in-J salilit~~ -edt~ctisn 
w3s~res. Ilterratiis 7 would Ctltner '=?,c? tl? l'ioilt Ii ;:lt ild c,??!‘lelL 

annually added to the Co13rado liver by over 2,'YYl tons 113 75,330 t7n5 
cesosctivelv. lccorlinq 1.7 '.I? 3'uroau 7i ?2clin3twl's 39s: -2c31t ci~~2s, 
this reduction in salt ;!oull mean aDproxlTat?l/ Sj10.310 in r?d~uc:d inn,jai 
costs 7')r15 3" <3te- lie-5 41 tll? ",er :sl'l-i~9 ?i,e- (151'1 . :2r \l:zrnatiia 
9 offers a nst lain of 1,513 A'J‘i's and xl,/ 1wol/es ? >ne oarzent reduction 
in annual 13s Droductlon 111 3 fwr )arzent -zd'lct-on 11 111 2roducriln. 
Similarly, the (difference 11 tne amount of D,uDli: 1111s 3'32" Lo nlninl ilaims 
is o11v 15,1711 acres out 'li 3 tot11 JF 1,:52,12X lzres 1'1 tna *esourc3 a,-33. 

The draft Y!S recorme~ds that ilternative 7, Limited b-otecLion, ii t'?e 
Dreferred al:ernaLive a~? 'Ihe 7roDose1 iczion =of 311 ~;suzs. 2*caDt for 
livestoc'c requirements, for ,lnioh 4ltarnjtl,:e 4, ‘Io \:.:ion, is DroDosed. Tie 
Juroose 9f t'lis -scommenlaLion :5 '13 1111.1 1 .i:a-'/?ar wnlr-orilg oerlod to 
determine the aoorooriate grazing caoacl'.Y -elatlv~a '.o actual 15e, 
IuLilization , 2rod~~cLion, tr-nds an? clinaLa. Tiis 37003~-; :a 7e a~ 
Iunreasonaolv long lelav 11 enacting needed cl3nq?s i.1 Irazing TanaqemenL 
o~act.;ces. It rnuld seem that after years >i ;?ldv '.I': r?~ne 'asource ,!ata 
,would be available no9 for la'ting these !eclsionc. inil? the '1EIS recomnenos 
spaidinq substantial amoirnts of lonev on ,-,siol 711trol 5:r~rc:~ures alo 1 anj 
treatments in order to decrease salinit,/, it lfF?rs a '5 ,e y2ar Jelav ln 
anactinq s'ucn a critical area of ss1inil.v c:i:-#>I :s 113roved qrazilq 

orac+ices. i It 3 minimum. incremental rlnqe nanarle*lent wstem aljustments 
snould ie -lade '>350? on w-rent :lwlelDe. !e 1'3 :31csrn?l z43t ,v t1:r,s,q 
the allotTent ,nanaaement 71~ in Z-1'; 'iie ve?rS irol nag, :?ese El's qill 
c-?nt?in t-72 real lacislnns 311 IeL iave ;is5 ?lelT'/ 313 7'19lij reviT. and 
inout. 

1 st*?no salllitv coltrol ?'oq'a? 1'JSt YDnS'St ;f ?DTn 113'lved land 
n-lnaqement oractlces and c331tal laorovements in a tlnelv 113 cost-effective 
Il""O,-. 4s ‘vq~i- JVI 1477 St3:lds Iaoort 11 T14 7z'xLs if i~-tl:-? )iiturDance 
on the Salinity of 'slbli: :anls 11 '.he 'JdDsr -ii lram liver S~SII 701ncs o:lt, 
,rr)a?r 33,?1?11?1' )i -. :-~z,nq ?r?T'lC?S '1 'I? J33er :a511 '; :ri:lili Lo 
navlnq a /iul? a.19 cD;t-effo:ri',,e sali,litv :oncrol Drogram. Tiis rewrt 11s~o 
i'ites T l?T ?ros~ll :Ilrr?l i:"'JCTrClS 111 I:11 :r:atlle~lt “‘av 7r3,loc? 

loten:i311/ '13r%11 51 ie 9ffxt5 2n =1vlrcm9t5 dlt'l soars" ,veqetatlon !11 
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highly erosive soils" !oaq? 132). The study fxther exolains that, "Qemovai 
of livestock may 2e tne oily lasting solution to the salinity Droblen on 
highly saline ~011s". 
coltrolled", 

It also recognizes thar "3QV [use should be carefully 
and confined to "establisned roads and trail5 sr special areas 

where the oroducts of erosion can be imnpounded" (page 135). 

The DEIS joe5 not go far enough in identifying icy rioarian habitat areas 
and prooosing :)QV, grazing and mining restri8:tion to Drntect and improve these 
riparian areas. These areas are critical from not only a diljlife perspective 
but also from a salinity and water quaiity persoective. 'lill Creek, for 
eXSlOl!Z, is identified as both a trout fishery and a wnicioal .\rater s.iooly, 

yet '39'~ use and damage to the stream +ave been incraasi?g. 

Negro 3ill Canyon, 
jimilarly, in 

its oerennial stream rioarian habitat la5 suffered from 
increated 3QV use. It is required that BL:! Drotect :&A's 5~cn as Negro 3ill 
from degredation until a Congressional determination is .:lade OI its inclusion 
into the 1ational !Jilderness System. Tie final CIS snould Se more precise in 
targeting 5oecific timetables for imolcnentinq brotectlon and enhancement 
practices for key riparian areas along .qith the 
management arojects. 

other ludqeced constwztio?/ 
A program should be instituted to 'xre accivoly manage 

OQV use in key riparian and other critical watershed areas and in all .GA's, 
rather than a oassive program of monitoring increase5 in XV 'use and d?;nage. 
30th Negro 3iil Canyon and qill Creek are in tile "backyard" of the City of 
Yoab and your Moab district office. 

The analysis contained in the DEIS on ililierness Study ;reas (#SA'5) is 
inadequate. It does not clearly exolain why the various .&A's .qere deemed 
approoriate or inaoprooriate for rilderness designation. Altnough final 
suitability reconnend3tions #ill not be made until the Utah statewlde 
wilderness EIS, those recommendations .vill be made largely as a result Jf this 
present EIS and its final recommendations. The draft site-snecific analytes 
(SSA's) for the seven dS4's are not Droninently menrioned in tne 3iIS. T1e 
first mention of t:leir existence appears on page 2-16 in a table. Tileir 
existence and availability rhould De mentioned in both tne cover letter to the 
EIS and included in the sumnary in a prominent way. Althougn tne CEQ 
requlations recognize the need to reference material 'Ynen ine effect ,rill be 
to cut down on oulk without impeding agency and oublic review of the action", 
they also State tnat 'Uo material may oe incorporated 3v reference ,unless it 
is rea5onably available for insoection by ootentially interested oersons 

uithin the tilne allowed for comment" !l;O?.ll). Cooias of tne 8X's *ere only 
available ,at the '4oab district office and not lncl,uded *it9 5i3's For 
3geicies' reviws lnless requested. ?ODieS of t'ls js?'S T'lo~lld ,e made 
available at various a?"4 district and state Dffi:es and ouolic libraries 
tnrouqhout the state5 of iltah ani Colorado. 

We also believe that the final FIS should Jive more ionsilaration to the 
water quality benefits of tiilderness designation. tie bel+ve 1 *i Iderness 
alt?rnative between the orooosed Alt?rnati.de and Alternative 3 (ail 
41,lerness) sho!~ld be develooed and carefJllv consider?i. ii<,, t'lere 3rd few 
ohotoqrjons ii the OEIS and none in the 554'5 to give Lie reader a sense of 
tie characteristics, I.ind forms ,and visual fttrwutes ,of tie uSA's. rllS 
bakes it wry difficuit f'or large seaments )F the puolic to let a sense of the 
tyoe of .4SA beinq ~liscllssed. "hotoqraonr 3180 nelo to convey lualitatl,e 
!al,le5 of a YSA tlat dre not reoresented or) tables, chart5 and ~rltten 
doscriDtion5. 



Response to Letter 35 from the U.S. Environmental Protection kgencv, 
Denver, Colorado, Seth C. Hunt, Actinq Regional Administrator 

39-l The role of the S5As in the Utah ELM's wilderness review orocess 
is more fully explained in this proposed RMP and final E:S. 
Please refer to the Suaxnary and Purpose and Need sections. 

The availability of the draft wilderness SSAs was announced ir 
the Federal Register. News releases were distributed wi:hin 
Utah. The wilderness review process and the function of rhe SSAs 
has been the subject of several letters sent to persons cn the 
Utah wilderness mailing list. Copies of the SSAs for inoivid-al 

areas under wilderness review are available uoon reouest. Additioral 
informational mailings are planned for the future in connection wits 
publication of the final SSAs and the Utah statewide wilderness EIS. 

Range improvement actions Such as fencing and water develcomenrs 
would be taken within the GRA during the 5-year monitorina period 
as funding allows. Livestock use would remain at existirg levels 
pending the outcome of the monitoring studies. 

39-2 Coordination and conformance with local and regional plans was done 
during the MSA. At that time Grand County was not identified spe- 
cifically as having salinity related water quality oroblrlns. At 
the activity planning level, after approval of the RUIP, coordi;a- 

tion will be conducted to ensure that all State and local agencies, 
including those mentioned in the comment, have opportunities fcr 
input. 

39-3 Please see 39-l above. 

39-4 Additional riparian habitat manaqement actions are considered in 
the Reduced Livestock Grazing subalternative that is incorporated 
into Chapter 3 of this proposed RMP and final EIS. All areas 
un'er wilderness review will be managed according to the 
IMP guidelines until either designated wilderness or released 
from further wilderness consideration. The target date for ccm- 
pletinq proposed riparian enhancement projects has oeen included 
in the General Implementation Schedule of this proposed R+!P and 
final EIS. 

The ORV designations included in the proposed RMP are designed 
to reduce concerns associated with ORV use while providing areas 
where ORV use can take place. 

The preliminary wilderness suitabiity recommendations contained 

in the draft have been withdrawn in the proposed RMP and final EIS. 
Refer to the Introduction to the prooosed RMP for more information 
about the role of the RMP during the wilderness review. 

Response to Letter 39, concluded 

39-4 Please see 39-l above regarding availability of SSAs. 
cont'd. 

Potential water quality benefits that would result from wilderness 
designation are discussed in the SSAs. 

Photographs are planned for the final SSAs and !Itah statewide 
wilderness EIS. 

. .II-I,1,1’ .aI1.1.r1uIII .II/IIII/\ I/ ,mt,,-~, >I - I,, I, ,,,. I, . ,.,,, ,p~c I~n /,“~ 
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L IST OF PREPARERS 

Cresto, Joseph G., Wildlife Management Biologist. 

Planning Responsibility: Wildlife Habltat Requiremen 

Education: B.S., Range/Wildlife, New Mexico State Un 

Experience: BLM 1& years; Forest Service 1 l/2 years 

Dawson, Greggory R., Range Conservationist. 
-. . 

ts; Wildllfe. 

iversity. 
. 

Planning Responsibi I Ity: Livestock Requirements; Vegetation; Livestock 

Grazing. 

Education: B.S., Range Management, Idaho State University. 

Exper fence: BLM 10 years. 

Hare, Tom, Inspection and Enforcement Specialist 

Planning Responsibll Ity: Contributed to 01 I and Gas Leasing. 

Educat lot?: B.S., Fisheries Science, New Mexico State University. 

Exper I ence: BLM 7 years; SCS 3 years; Mining industry 3 years. 

Mat lock, Kathleen, Editorial Asslstant. 

Planning Responsibility: Typ I ng, Proofreadi ng, Word Process I ng. 

Education: L.0.S. Business College, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

Experience: BLM 2 years; Private industry 9 years. 

Miller, C. Wallace, Geologist. 

Planning Responsibi I ity: Minerals; Mlneral Resources; Mineral Rights. 

Education: B.S., Geology, State University of Maryland; M.S., Envlron- 

mental Management Geology, Tulane University. 

Exper lence: BLM 4 years; USGS 2 l/2 years. 

Milton. Robert T.. Reaional Economist. 

Planning Responslbl I lty: Sot I oeconom I cs. 

Education: M-S., Economics, Colorado State Un fversi ty . 

Exper fence: BLM 3 years; Colorado State Un ivers I ty (Research Assocl ate), 

2 years. 

Minor, David C., Outdoor Recreation Planner. 

Planning Responsibi I Ity: Of f-Road Yeh ic le Use and Management; Recreation; 

WI I derness; Visual Resources; Special Deslgnatlon 

Areas. 

Educat Ion: B.S., Park Management, California State Unlversity at Sacramento. 

Exper fence: BLM 7 years; National Park Service 15 years. 

Ramstetter, Patricia, Clerk/Stenographer. 

Planning Responsibility: Typing- 
Education: Monticel lo High School, Montlcel lo, Utah. 

Experience: BLM 2 years; Pr ivate industry 3 years. 
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Stewart, John H., Cartographic Technician. 

Planning Responsibility: Maps and Graphics 

Educat loo: Westminster College, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

Experience: BLM 17 years; U.S. Marine Corps 3 years. 

Svejnoha, Wayne M., Soil Conservationist- 

Planning Responsibil if-y: Critlcal Watersheds; Soils; Water Quality; 

Educa t 

Exper I 

Air Quality. 
ion: B.S., Geography and M-S., Soils/Hydrology, Northern I I linois 

Un I vers i ty. 

ence: BLM 5 years; Northern II linois University (Regional Environ- 

mental Planner), 2 years. 

. 
Planning Responsibility: Lands Act ions; U-t I I I ty Corridors; Transportation. 

Education: B.A., Sociology, University of Californta at Santa Barbara. 

Experience: BLM 7 years; USFS 3 years. 

Thurston, Ruth A., Writer/Editor. 

Planning Responsibi Iity: Editing, Tracking, Visuals Coordination. 

Education: Capital Business Co1 Isge, Jefferson City, Missouri. 

Exper 1 ence: BLM 6 years; Private industry 15 years. 

Planning Responsibi I ity: Team I Leader e 

Education: B.A.) Rhetor ic, Un i 

M.S., Forestry, Uni 

Exper fence: BLM 5 years* 

versity of California at Davis; 

versity of Washington. 

WI Ibur, Donald R., Supervisory Range Conservationist- 

Planning Responsibl I ity: Technical Coordinator 

Education: B.S. s Range Management, University of Callfornfa at Humboldt. 

Experience: BLM 12 years; State of California 6 years. 
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APPEND IX A 

n by Al lotment of Proposed Llvestock Management Act ions 

lnltlal and Future Livestock and Wildlife Forage Animal Unit Months 

Al lotment 
Number A I lotment Name initial AUMs Proposed P I an Future AUMs 

5821 Adobe Mesad Cattle 152 Present Management Cattle 332 
Deer 19 Deer 109 
Elk 53 Elk 143 

5853 Agatee Sheep 351 Llvestock Manfpulatlon Sheep 348 
Deer 19 Techniques Deer 19 

5861 Art-h’s Pasturea Cattle 524 Present Management Cattle 524 

Deer 19 Deer 19 
Bighorn 32 Bighorn 32 

- L I - -  

5809 At henae Cattle 452 Present Management Cattle 436 

Deer 31 Deer 31 

Manipulate grazjng on 

1,000 acres of sallna 

sol Is 

5804 Barley Flat- Sheep 873 LIvestock Manipulation Sheep 837 

Ronz lo Deer 67 Techniques Deer 67 
Elk 13 Elk 13 

Manipulate grazing on 

3,000 acres of saline 

sol Is 

5808 Bar-X Sheep 407 Present Management Sheep 607 
Deer 18 Deer 18 
Elk 5 Land Treatment (plow Elk 5 

Ante1 ope 50 3,200 acres) Antelope 250 

5864 Between the 

Creeks 

Cattle 

Deer 

88 Present Management Cattle 88 

21 Deer 21 

5827 Big F lat-Ten 

MI lease 
Sheep 2,930 Present Management Sheep 2,918 

Cattle 5,500 Cattle 5,487 

Deer 166 Deer 166 
Bighorn 43 Bighorn 43 

A-l 



Al lotment 

Number A I lotment Name Initial AUMs Proposed P I an Future AUMs 

5872 Big Trlang le Cattle 127 Present Management Cattle 127 

Deer 194 Deer 194 

5817 Blue HilIe Cattle 1,842 Present Management Cattle 1,891 

Deer 314 Deer 355 

Elk 132 Land treatments (320 Elk 173 

acres chalnlng; 980 

acres dr II I seeding) 

Malntaln land treat- 

ments (2,883 acres 

chalnlng) 

581 5 Bogarte Catt I e 208 Present Management Cattle 208 

Deer 397 Deer 397 

Elk 310 Elk 310 

5863 Sheep 1,497 Present Management Sheep 0 

Cattle 2,743 Cattle 4,551 

Deer 1,904 Land treatment (2,140 Deer 2,144 

Elk 263 acres chalnlng; 1,715 Elk 503 

acres dr I I I seed1 ng) 

Malntaln land treat- 

ments (2,470 acres 

chalnlng) 

Change class of I lve- 

stock, sheep to cattle. 

581 0 C I sco Mesae Sheep 2,267 Livestock Manlpulatlon Sheep 2,177 

Deer 500 techniques Deer 500 

Ante1 ope 13 Ante1 ope 13 

Man Ipu late grazf ng on 

3,000 acres of sal Ine 

sol Is 

5805 Cisco Spr lngs 

Washe 

Sheep 826 Llvestock manipulatlon Sheep 609 

Cattle 943 techniques Cattle 1,013 

Deer 79 Deer 79 
Ante1 ope 13 Man Ipu late grazl ng on Ante1 ope 13 

5,000 acres of sal I ne 

sol Is 
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Al lotment 

Number A I lotment Name lnltlal AUMs Proposed P I an Future AUMs 

5865 Coal Canyon Cattle 159 Present Management Cattle 159 

Deer 6 Deer 6 

5862 Corral Wash 1,406 Livestock Manipulation Sheep 1,966 

Deer 132 techn fques Deer 132 

Elk 3 Elk 3 

Ante1 ope 18 Land treatment (p I ow Antelope 18 

4,480 acres) 

581 6 CottonwoodbBd Cattle 450 Manage perenn fal Cattle 494 

Deer 154 stream Deer 176 

Elk 132 Elk. 154 

5856 Crescent Canyon Sheep 81 1 Present Management Sheep 777 

Deer 34 Deer 34 

Elk 13 Man lpu late grazl ng on Elk 13 

1,000 acres of sa- 

llne solls 

5826 Crescent Junction Sheep 
Deer 

173 Livestock manipulation Sheep 173 

10 techn iques Deer 10 

5842 DI amondd Cattle 390 Land treatment (90 Cattle 409 

Deer 102 acres dr i I I seed1 ng) Deer 113 

Elk 79 Elk 87 

Change season of use 

6-l to 11-10 

Manage perenn 1 al 

stream 

5386 East Coyote Catt 

Deer 

le 884 

29 

le 884 Present Management Catt 

29 Deer 

Malntaln land treat- 

ments (3,023 acres 

chaining; 3,279 acres 

plowing) 

5838 Elglne Cattle 

Deer 

48 Present Management Cattle 24 

17 Deer 17 

-~.._ll__--- -~. _--- ---. .~. ---_--_-- 
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,A I lotment 

Number Al lotment Name Initial AUMs Proposed P I an Future AUMs 

5874 Floy Canyond Cattle 255 Change season of Cattle 292 

Deer 78 use 6-1 to 11-5 Deer 94 

Elk 116 Elk 135 

5801 F loy CreekC 

5851 Gran.jte Creek 

Sheep 1,208 Livestock manlpula- Sheep 1,208 

Deer 40 tlon techniques Deer 40 

Cattle 39 Present Management Cattle 30 

Deer 71 Deer 71 

5 803 Green R tver Sheep 9 Present Management Sheep 7 

F latse Cattle 32 Cattle 24 

Deer 20 Deer 20 

5 82 5 Harley Dome Sheep 861 Livestock manipula- Sheep 861 

Deer 53 t ion techn iques Deer 53 

Ante1 ope 56 Ante1 ope 56 

Bighorn 4 Bighorn 4 

5389 Hatch Pol ntdse Sheep 2,877 Livestock manlpula- Sheep 3,179 
Cattle 7,490 latlon techn fques Cattle 7,792 

Deer 350 Deer 350 

Elk 92 Land treatment (4,430 Elk 92 

.“ntel ope 73 acres chain i 1,280 ng; Ante1 683 ope 

Bighorn 21 acres plowlng; 1,920 Bighorn 21 

acres dr I I I seedi ng) 

Malntaln land treat- 

ments (2,903 acres 

chaining; 2,961 acres 

plowing; 1,205 acres 

spray1 ng) 

581 2 Hfghlandsbre Sheep 600 Livestock Manipula- Sheep 1004 

Deer 17 lat ion techn iques Deer 52 

Land treatment (3,560 

acres chalnlng) 

Manipulate grazlng on 

2,100 acres of saline 

sol Is 

5877 Horse Canyon Cattle 410 Livestock manlpula- Cattle 410 

Deer 77 t Ion techn iques Deer 77 
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Al lotment 

5850 Hotel Mesa Cattle 129 Present Management Cattle 129 
Deer 6 Deer 6 

5818 Ida Gulch “’ Cattle 84 Present Management Cattle 84 

Deer 19 Deer 19 

5847 Kane Spr 1 ngs Cattle 287 Present Management Cattle 28 7 

Deer 17 Dear 17 

Bighorn 64 Bighorn 64 

5388 L 1 sbond Cattle 7,758 Livestock manipula- Cattle 9,291 
Deer 656 t ion techn lque Deer 2,81 1 

Elk 132 Elk 132 

Antelope 6 Maintain land treat- Ante1 ope 6 

ment (7,568 acres 

chaining; 12,126 acres 

plowing) 

Land treatment (14,600 

acres chaining; 8,320 

acres plowlng) 

5883 Llttle Holed Sheep 642 Present Management Sheep 945 
Deer 12 Deer 12 

Bighorn 21 Bighorn 21 

5837 Lone Cone Cattle 120 Present Management Cattle 120 
Deer 16 Deer 16 

5387 Lower L i sbon Cattle 787 Present Management Cattle 922 

Deer 27 Deer 162 

Land treatment (350 

acres chaining; 200 

acres plowing; 1,600 

acres dr I I I seed1 ng) 

Maintain land treat- 

ments (1,111 acres 

chaining; 2,788 acres 

plowing) 
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Al lotment 

Number A 1 lotment Name Inlt,lal AUMs Proposed P I an Future AUMs 

5879 Ma1 n Canyond Cattle 210 Present Management Cattle 273 

Deer 72 Deer 103 
Elk 26 Elk 57 

5871 Midd ie Canyond Cattie 264 Present Management Cattle 327 
Deer 262 Deer 293 

Elk 132 Elk 163 

5844 Mil I Creek Cattle 48 Present Management Cattle 48 

Deer 28 Deer 28 

Elk 13 Elk 13 

5852 Mlneral Point Cattie 162 Llvestock manipulation Cattle 162 
Deer 10 techn lq ues Deer 10 

Blghorn 64 Bighorn 64 

581 1 Monument Was hb Sheep 958 Livestock Manlpuia- Sheep 954 

Sheep 1,397 lation techn lques Sheep 1,392 
Deer 27 Deer 67 

Land Treatments (640 

acres chalnl ng) 

Manipulate grazing on 

3,500 acres of sat Ine 

soi Is 

--_- -__-.- _- _ -_ _._ 

581 4 Nash Wash Cattle 1,978 Livestock manlpulatlon Cattle 1,978 

Deer 413 techn iques Deer 413 

5819 North River Cattle 166 Present Management Cattle 166 

Deer 10 Deer 10 

5 860 North Sand Flats Cattle 240 Present Management Cattle 240 

Deer 53 Deer 53 

Elk 5 Elk 5 

5822 Plpellne Sheep 797 Livestock manipulation Sheep 797 

Deer 21 techn lques Deer 29 

Ante1 ope 19 Ante1 ope 19 
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Al iotment 

Number Al lotment Name lnitlal AUMs Proposed P I an Future AUMs 

5869 Potashe Cattle 212 Change season of use Cattle 212 

Deer 21 12-l to 4-30 Deer 21 

Bighorn 161 Bighorn 161 

5820 Professor Vaileye Cattle 424 Livestock Manipula- Cattle 422 

Deer 126 t lon techn lques Deer 126 

Elk 39 Elk 39 

Malntaln land treat- 

ments (1,247 acres 

chaining) 

5802 Rattiesnakee 

(Grand County) 

Sheep 344 Present Management Sheep 344 

Cattle 90 Cattle 90 

Deer 72 Deer 72 
Elk 239 Elk 239 

Bighorn 32 Bighorn 32 

5385 Rattlesnake Cattle 210 Present Management Cattle 210 

(San Juan Co.) Deer 9 Deer 9 

Mafntaln land treat- 
ments (1,753 acres 

5876 River Cattle 11 Present Management Cattle 11 

Deer 2 Deer 2 

5823 Ruby Ranch Cattle 561 Present Management Cattle 561 

Deer 21 Deer 21 

5845 San Arroyo Sheep 2,180 LIvestock Manlpula- Sheep 2,900 

Deer 101 t lon techn lques Deer 101 

Elk 11 Elk 11 

Antei ope 63 Land treatment Antelope 783 

(1 1,520 acres plowing) 

5849 Scarf Mesa Cattle 48 Present Management Cattle 48 

Deer 65 Deer 65 

Elk 39 Elk 39 
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Al iotment 

Number A I lotment Name I nitlai AUMs Proposed P I an Future AUMs 

5836 Showerbath 

Spr I ngsd 

Cattle 480 Manage perenn I al Cattle 500 

Deer 230 stream Deer 240 
Elk 206 Elk 216 

5813 South Sand Cattle 383 Change season of use Cattle 378 
F iatsajcje Deer 76 11-l to 4-15 Deer 76 

Elk 11 Elk 11 

5846 Spr i ng Canyonb Cattle 100 Llvestock Manipula- Cattle 100 

Bottom Deer 36 t Ion techn lques Deer 36 

Blghorn 64 Blghorn 64 

5843 Steamboat Mesa Cattle 453 Livestock Manipula- Cattle 453 

Deer 192 t Ion techn lques Deer 192 

Elk 79 Elk 79 

Malntafn land treat- 

ments (1,647 acres 

chalnl ng) 

5857 Su I phur Canyon Sheep 897 Llvestock manipulation Sheep 897 
Deer 47 techn lques Deer 47 

Ante1 ope 25 Ante1 ope 25 

5 882 Tay I or Cattle 3,744 Present Management Cattle 4,082 
Deer 296 Deer 676 

Elk 5 Land treatment (6,120 Elk 7 

acres chainfng) 

Manipulate grazl ng on 

2,500 acres of saline 

soi Is 

Malntaln land treat- 

ments (2,914 acres 

chaining; 466 acres 

plowlng) 

5824 Ten Mile Polnt Cattle 1,663 Livestock Manlpuia- Catt ie 1,663 

Deer 35 t Ion techn lques Deer 35 

B I ghorn 47 Bighorn 47 
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Al I otment 

Number A I lotment Name Initial AUMs Proposed P I an Future AUMs 

5873 Thompson Canyon Cattle 379 Present Management Cattle 364 

Deer 41 Deer 41 

Elk 39 Manipulate grazlng on Elk 39 

500 acres of saline solls 

5878 Tusher Wash Cattle 257 Present Management Cattle 257 

Deer 23 Deer 23 

5830 Whipsaw Flat Sheep 2,932 Livestock manipulation Sheep 2,789 

Deer 27 techn lques Deer 27 

Manipulate grazl ng on 

5,500 acres of saline 

sol Is 

5875 WI 1 low Flatse Cattle 153 Livestock Manipula- Catt I e 143 

Deer 17 techn iques Deer 17 

5 384 Windwhlstle Cattle 608 Present Management Cattle 608 

Deer 158 Deer 158 
Ante1 ope 25 Plalntaln land treat- Ante1 ope 25 

ments (1,825 acres 

plowing) 

5854 Wl nter Camp Sheep 

Deer 
248 Present Management Sheep 288 

10 Deer 50 

Land treatment (640 

acres plowing) 

a Average licensed use shown Is the average use that the current permittee has 

taken. 

b Since i icensed use has been complete nonuse, al iowabl 

50 percent of active preference. 

C New operators’ initial AUMs would be the same as act9 

d Increase in AUMs includes prescribed fire. 

8 use woul d inltlally be 

ve prefere rice. 

e Al i or part of decrease is due to land disposal and/or constructlon of 

evaporation pond. 
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